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June 30, 1994
BY. ... - e

Richard Garrity, Ph.D.
Florida Department
of Environmental Protection _ ’

Southwest District . : ' ,P(é 9‘7" ‘35% %

3804 Coconut Palm Drive
Tampa, Florida 33619

Re: Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station-Unit 3 Air Permit Amendnent Request
A029-179911

Dear Dr, Garrity:

e T T S e e e e

As you are aware, recent legislation involving nitrogen oxide compltance limits has fecn ggned
by the Governor and becomes effective July 1, 1994, This law requires those emipsiondlunits
which install continuous emission monitors as a requirement of 40 C_F.R. Part 73 {[Aci@ Rain
Regulations) to demonstrate compliance with existing state imposed nitrogen oxides Hmitspased
on a 30-day rolling average. Big Bend Unit 3 is a source affected under this law,

iy

The legislation does not specify the methodology for calculating the 30-day rolling avgrage.
Therefore, TEC proposes to calculate the 30-day rolling average for Unit 3 usln the; same
methodology employed in Big Bend Unit 4. This mcthodology uses the criteria set' orth n' .
40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart Da and is computed using the equations set forth in 40 @ F.}§ Part
60, Appendix A, Reference Method 19, Section 4.2 (Attachment 1). All valid da coffected
during boiler operating days will be used to calculate the 30-day rolling average exi : dept @ rmg
periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction.] Quality assurance of the continuou§ emigsion
monitor shall be done in accordance with requ[lrcments comzugcd in 40 CFR Part w % z‘f

frdar ot AL | l
On July 1, 1994, TEC will begin collection of CEM data for 30 boiler operating ddys ofgvalid
hourly data. This data will be used to demonstrate compliance with the NO, limit usijg a 33-day
rolling average. TEC will submit quarterly NO, CEM reports showing the 30-day flling
average and other pertinent information (ie. time of start-up, shut-down, etc.), Compliancg with
the NO, limit for Unit 3 using the 30-day rolling average will eliminate the need o dogstack
testing for NO,. For your information, the current Unit 3 compliance test window is' fron i ay|

17 through August 14,

TEC has attached suggested wording (Attachment 2) for the permit’s specific oondmons tigt are

affected by this new legislation for your use in amending the permit. L B

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY » :
pO. Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 208-4111 An Equal Opportunity Cipany

BEA
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Dr. Richard Garrity
June 30, 1994
Page 2

TEC feels the above methodology is consistent and efficient, and requests that: th
Department of Environmental Protection amend the Big Bend Unit 3 permit accordi
Your expedient review and approval in this amendment request is appreciated, °

Please feel free to call Ms. Janice Taylor or me at (813) 228-4839 should you : ,f‘
questions in this matter, Thank-you.

Smcerely,
/ Za8 //fﬁ/ Fol

Patfick A. Ho, P.E.
Manager
Environmental Planning

F— e

99 1 e o s SRR S v
: t . A <_‘ . Frarloals L F} S

SR

/00648

Attachments

c/att: Bill Thomas, FDEP, Tampa - N
Clair Fancy, FDEP, Tallahassee I
Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
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3.2.] Equations. Use thc cquations be.
low, as"appropriate, to compute the F fac-

tors:

Fo=K[(Knu%H) + (K%C) + (K%S) -
{Ka%N) - (K, 50}}/GCV

Eq. 19-13
FueK [(Kn%H) + (Ks%C) + (Ki%S) +
(Ka%N) . {Ko%0) -
(K BH.0))/GCV.
Eq. 1914
Fe=K(K.%C)/GCY
Eq. 19-15

(NOTE.—~Omir the ©HO term in the ¢quations
for Fu if BH and %0 include the unavailabic hy-
drogen and oxygen i the form of HiO,)

where:

FyF. Fewvolimes of combustion compo-
nents per unit of heat content, sem/J
(scf/million Btu).

%H. %C, %S. %N. %0, and
%H0=concentrations of hydrogen,
¢arbon, sulfur, nitrogen, oxygen, an¢
water from an ultimate analysis of fuei,
weight percent.

GCV=gross calorific value of the fuel
consistent with the ultimate znalysis,
kJ/kg (Buu/ib).

K=conversion factor. 107 (kl/J)/(%)
{10® Btu,/miliion Btu].

Kua=22.7 (sem/kg))[(3.64 (scf/10)/(%)).

Kc=9.57 (sem/kg)((1.53 (scf/1b)/ (%},

Kem3.54 (sem/kg) [(0.57 (scf/Ib)/(%)].

Ko=0.86 (scm/kg [0.14 (scf/1b)/{%)].

8-27-93
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STATIONARY SOURCES J20:1277
TAdLE 19-1.~FFACTORS FOR VARIOUS FUELS' ' ; |
fa fy | Fo [I
Fu®d typo
osemyJ 4881710 Biu WBCM/), wacl/10% By 104Bty
Com: N i
' 'Anmuvm- 27115907 10.100 2.89%107 S (- X 7T SO ‘ 1970 .
Bitumi 2.89x107 9.760 260107 10640 | I 1,800
Ugnhe 2.88x10° 9,880 321% 107 11.9%0 3,910
DO errupesesoe st et R aon st 40 o1 R 440138 0 ot et st 2475107 9,180 277 107 10,320 1,420
Ran: e .
°Namu| 2435107 8710 286% 107 10.810 1.040
Propane 234107 8,710 274617 10200 1,190
Buane, 2.34x107 8710 2.79% 107 10390 1,960
Wosd 2485107 9240 1.630
Wood Bark 2.58x10° 0.800 1920
Murisipal 257x107 9.520 1,620
Balit Wealo, .._J i sedtraairyes s
¥ Dutarmined &t S1ANDEO conditions: 20 "C (B8 *F) and 780 mm Hg (30.02 in. Hg).
b Ap Qessitod msersing to ASTM DISR.TY.
9Cruds. rengust, or diglillate.
3.2 Determined F Factors. If the fucl K,=2.85 (scm/kg) [0.46 (scf/1b)/(%)]. Xe=fraction of tota) aput ach
burned is not listed in Table 19-1 or if the  Kne=34.74(scm/kg}((5.57 (scf/10)/(P)]. type of fuel k. -
owner or operator choases to determine  Ku=1.30 (sem/kg) ((0.21 (scf/1b)/(%)].  n=number of fuels|b urn m-
an F factor rather than use the values in K20 (scm/kg) [(0.32! (sef/tb)/{%}]. bination. ' ] .
Table 19-1. vze the proccdure below: 3.2.2 Use applicable sampling procer ) . i 4
dures in Sectionps.z.l or 5.::}.): Li oain ¢ }::{:; mination of Aggrage Pyl

nt R

samples for analyses, .
3.2.3 Use ASTM D3176-74 (incorpo- 4.1 Average Poll rom
rated by reference~—see §60.17 ) for ulti-  Hourly Values. When ourly 4y pol-
mate analysis of the fuel. lutant rates (Ey). inlefior outldi gk 3 ob-
3.2.4 Use applicable methods in Sec-  \ained (e.g.. CEMS valies), 23 the
uon S5.2.) or 5.2.2 to detcrmine the heat  average pollutqnl ratc §E.) for  irlor-
conteni of solid or liquid fuels. For gas- mance test period (p.g. 30 days ihed
eous fucls, usc ASTM DI826-77 in the applicable rgaulation using fols
(IBR~scc §60.17 ) to devermine the hear  lowing equation: o
content. '
3.3 F Factors for Combination of Fuels. By = (1/H -
Il combinations of fuels are burned, use s = (1/H) i
the following equations, as applicable un-
less otherwise specified in applicable sub- Eq.j19-18
part: ]
n where: ]
Fg= X Xv Fax Ey=avorage poilutgnt raig]for ¢ ci-
ks fied pc;forman testf perio g/]
{lb/million Bes)} !
Eq. 16-16 En~hourly average pajlutan g/J
(tb/millien Btu)] .. :
n He=total number of operfting ; for
Fos X, which pollutant reees arf dete 4 in
" k= ™ the performance Rest pariod.
= 4.2 Average Poli§tant Ratcs [ Oth-
£q. 19-17 er than Hourly Avefages. When tant
vates are determindd fron) measie val-
ues representing loggor than 1- eri-
n ods (e.g.. daily fuel Jamplipg andEyses
Fe= & Xx Fox or Method 6B valugs), or when tant
K1 rates are detsrmingd frofh com{gions
of 1-hour and longdr than| J-houjiods
Eq. 19-18 (2.8.. CEMS and [Methgd 6B files),
compute the average poligtant Ea)
where: for the performanch test geriod 0
[Pant 8D, Appandix A, %eth 18]
Capyright © 1983 by The Huresy of National Afteira, ine. ™M
0013-8211/03/50+$1.00
S .
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days) specified in the applicable regula- n : J. Determination of Ovalall Refuction
tion using the following equation: £, « EXD [ Vo) 5 Ny J in Potential Sulfur Diixide Forissiof 1 .
o D ' i
Jal 5.1 Overall Percent Reductif. Cod {
Es={ 3 (g Ea))/ . Z ng pute the everall perceq S0, Miductid i .
=1 j=1 E!. 19- (%R,) ucing the f§llowi =quaibn! X
Eg. 19-20 <0s ‘ ;
%Rom 100 [1.0-(1.0-Rr/10BD(1.0- g

where:

Eg4=average pollutant rate for ecach sam-
pling period (e.g, 24-hr Method 6B
sample or 24-hr fuel sample) or for
¢ach fuel lot (e.g., umount of fuel
bunkered), ng/J (1b/million Btu).

ng=number of operating hours of the af-
fected Facility within the performance
test perlod for each Eg determined.

D=number of sampling periods during
the performance test period.

4.3 Daily Geometric Average Pollutant
Rates from Hourly Values. The geometric
average pallutant rate (Eg) is computed
using the following equation:

n n
%R = 100 (1.0 ~ [ ’31 (%Sp/GC V) Lo/l -31 (%8q/GCVe) Lal/)
’ -

where:

8. %S.=sulfur content of the product
and raw fuel lots, respectively, dry basis
weight percent.

GCV,, GOV, mgross calorific vatue for the
product and raw [uel lots, respectively,
dry basis. kg/kg (Btu/Ib),

Lo, Le=weight of the product and raw (uel
lots. respectively, metric ton (ton).

n=number of fuel iots during the averag-
ing period.

NOTE I calculating Ry, include %S 3nd GCV

7atues for ai) fuel lois that are not pretreated and

tre ysed during the averaging period,

22,0 Solid Fossil (Including Waste)
Fuel—Sampling and Analysis.
NOTE Fur the purpases o this method, raw fug
reoal or wil) is tho fuol Jelivared to the desulfuriza-
uon (preteeaument) faeility. For vil, (he input oii
10 the 2if desulfurization process {e.g., hydrotreat-
ment) is considered 10 be the raw el

$.2.0.1 Sample lncrement Collection.
Lse ASTM D22)4.75 (IBR—see §60.17
i, Type I. Conditions A, B. or C, and
systematic spacing. Ag used in this meth-
od. systematic spacing is intended to in-
slude evenly gpaced increments in time or
increments based on equal weights of coul
passing the collection area.

§-27-93

where;

Eys=daily geomectric average pollutant
rate, ng/J (lbs/million Btu) or ppm
corrected to 7 percent Os.

En=hourly arithmetic average pollutant
rate for hour *%j," ng/J (1b/million Btu)
or ppm corrected to 7 percent O,.

n=total aumber of hourly averages for
which pollutant rates are available
within the 24 hr midnight 10 midnight
daily period.

In=natural log of indicated value.

EXP=the natural logarithmic base
(2.718) raiged to the valuc encloscd by
brackets.

= |

As a minimum, determine the number
and weight of inerements required per
gross sample representing euch coal lot
aceording to Table 2 or Paragraph 7.1.5.2
of ASTM D2234-76, Collect one gross
sample for ¢ach lot of raw coal and one
gross sample for each lot of product coul.

5.2.1.2 ASTM Lot Size. For the pur-
pose of Seotion 5.2 (fuel pretreatment).
the lot size of product coal is the weight of
product coal from ane type of raw coal
The lot size of raw coul is the weight of
raw coal used to produce one lot of prod-
uc: coai. Typically, the lot size is the
weight of coal processed in 2 [-day (24«
hour) period. Il morc than one type of
coal is treated and produced in | day,
then gross samples must be coilected and
analyzed for cach type of coal, A coal lot
size equaling the 90-day quarterly fucl
quantity for a sleam generating unit may
be used if representative sampling can be
con;iuctcd for each raw coal and product
coul.

NOTR: Alternative detinitions of lot sizes may be
used, subject te peior approval of the Admimigtea-
tor.

5.2.1.3 Gross Sample Analysis. Use
ASTM D2013.72 10 prepare the sample, -
ASTM D3177-75 or ASTM DA239-85 10

(Part 60, Appendix A, Methdly 15]

Enviranmant Rapartar
0013-9211/93/50+51,00

Rq/100)]

q. 19-2

where:
GR=S02 removal effig
pretreatment. psrcen

%Rg=S0Q: rcmoval cfflo
trol device, percent,

5.2 Pretreatment R
{Optional). Compute the
ficiency from fuel pretred
the averaging period (o
specified in the applicaty
ing the following equatidl

ncy fPom fiff

pey O e gl

oval Eficisng
O, reloval
ens R r) g
.« 90§ 8ys) §
regullition

Eq. 18.2

(BS)JAST
bistusefoniont
STMED328§
alorifig vatu
ed [@R-—se¢
for ex& gros

detarmine sulfur conte
D3173-73 to determine
and ASTM D2015-77 o8
85 to deterimine gross
(GCV) (all methods q
$60.17 ) on 3 dry basig
sample,

5.2,2 Liquid Fossil
;sm,d!Anai_vs:s. See NOTE

I

hel—SHmpling
undergScctiot

pnt. FoRlow 1h
sam@ling iy
1975
sampld

3.2.2.1 Sample -Collec
procedures for Continuce
ASTM DI70-65 (Reagbroved
{IBR—3ee §60.17 ) for e3@h gros
trom ¢ach fuel loc, -

5.2.2.2 Lot Sire. For pugposs o
Section 3.2 (fuel pretre cnt) the (of
size of a product oil is thefiveightif prod
uct oil from one pretreaugiing t‘a ity ang
intended as one shipm@le (ship load
barpe load. cic.). The lot s of #w oil i
the welght of cach crudcffiquid (el 1yp
used. 10 produce 8 lot of fibduct )

NoTE: Alternative defnrions i to: siac
used, subject 10 prior approval [l the Ad
tor,

$.2.2.3 Sample Analy:. Use }/ i
D(29-64 (Reapproved E978), KSTM
D1552-83, or ASTM D4@E7-81 th doters
mine the sulfur content () and|ASTM

may bé
inisers:

§ 3

§ 4

T T

D D Il
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Page 2 of 7  Specific Condition No. §

From:
5 The nitrogen oxides emission rate (expressed as NO,) from this sou
exceed 0.70 pound per million Btu heat input. [Rule 17-2.600(5)(a)4[§, F.&.C.]
To:
5. The nitrogen oxides emission rate (expressed as NO,) from this

not exceed 0,70 pounds per million Btu heat input based upog
rolling average. [Rule 17.296.405(1)(d)4.,F.A.C.].

Page 4 of 7 Specific Condition No. 10

From:

10.  This source shall be stack tested for nitrogen oxides (expressed}as
intervals of 12 months from the date of August 14, 1989, or wit§in a
period prior to that annual date, Testing procedures shall be consisjent
requirements of Rule 17-2.700, F.A.C. A copy of the test data siall by
submitted to both the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsbproug
County and the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation [

of such testing.

To;

10.  This source shall demonstrate compliance for nitrogen oxides (Fxpregsed 4
NO,) based upon a 30-day rolling average. The methodology tojbe uspd w
follow the criteria set forth in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Da. Thejcalcugs

shall be consistent with the equations in 40 CFR Part- 60,
Reference Method 19, Seetion 4.2. Data collected during boilpr op
days will be used to calculate the 30-day rolling average expept
periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction, consisient wlth the pro

of Rule 17-210.700, F.A.C.

24-hours.
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The continuous emission monitor shall meet the qualityf]
requirements and performance specifications contained.ln 40 C

A report shall be submiitted to both the Florida Department of Eng
Protection and the Environmental Protection Commission of

within 3¢ days following each calendar quarter. This report sha
30-day rolling average, all time periods of boiler operation &
statement of CEM and/or boiler malfunction, start-up or shutdg@
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1.3 Fuel Oil Combustion
1.3.1 Generall-2- 26

Two major categories of fuel oil are burned by combustion sources: distillate oils and
residual oils. These oils are further distinguished by grade numbers, with Nos. 1 and 2 being
distillate oils; Nos. 5 and 6 being residual oils; and No. 4 either distillate oil or a mixture of distillate
and residual oils. No. 6 fuel oil is sometimes referred -Bunker_C. Distillate oils are more
volatile and less viscous than residual oils. They hav@ble nitrogen>and ash contents and
usually contain less than 0.3 percent suifur (by weight). Distillate oils are used mainly in domestic
and small commercial applications. Being more viscous and less volatile than distillate oils, the
heavier residual oils (Nos. 5 and 6) must be heated for ease of handling and to facilitate proper
atomization. Because residual oils are produced from the residue remaining after the lighter fractions
(gasoline, kerosene, and distillate oils) have been removed from the crude oil, they contain significant
quantities of ash, nitrogen, and sulfur. Residual oils are used mainly in utility, industrial, and large
commercial applications. :

1.3.2 Emissions?’

Emissions from fuel oil combustion depend on the grade and composition of the fuel, the type
and size of the boiler, the firing and loading practices used, and the level of equipment maintenance.
Because the combustion characteristics of distillate and residual oils are different, their combustion
can produce significantly different emissions. In general, the baseline emissions of criteria and
noncriteria pollutants are those from uncontrolled combustion sources. Uncontrolled sources are
those without add-on air pollution control (APC) equipment or other combustion modifications
designed for emission control. Baseline emissions for sulfur dioxide (SO,) and particulate matter
(PM) can also be obtained from measurements taken upstream of APC equipment.

In this section, point source emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO,), SO,, PM, and carbon
monoxide (CO) are being evaluated as criteria pollutants (those emissions for which National Primary
and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards have been established. Particulate matter emissions are
sometimes reported as total suspended particulate (TSP). More recent data generally quantify the
portion of inhalable PM that is considered to be less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter
(PM-10). In addition to the criteria pollutants, this section includes point source emissions of some
noncriteria pollutants, nitrous oxide (N,O), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs), as well as data on particle size distribution to support PM-10 emission inventory
efforts. Emissions of carbon dioxide (CO,) are also being considered because of its possible
participation in global climatic change and the corresponding interest in including this gas in emission
inventories. Most of the carbon in fossil fuels is emitted as CO, during combustion. Minor amounts
of carbon are emitted as CO, much of which ultimately oxidizes to CO, or as carbon in the ash.
Finally, fugitive emissions associated with the use of oil at the combustion source are being included
in this section.

Tables 1.3-1, 1.3-2, 1.3-3, and 1.3-4 present emission factors for uncontrolled emissions of
criteria pollutants from fuel oil combustion. A general discussion of emissions of criteria and
noncriteria poliutants from coal combustion is given in the following paragraphs. Tables 1.3-5,
1.3-6, 1.3-7, and 1.3-8 present cumulative size distribution data and size-specific emission factors for

1/95 External Combustion Sources 1.3-1
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Table 1.3-1 (Metric Units).

CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSION FACTORS FOR UNCONTROLLED FUEL OIL COMBUSTION

SYO0LIVd NOISSING

SO,° 50,° NO ¢ cosf Filterable PME
EMISSION EMISSION EMISSION EMISSION EMISSION
Firing Configuration FACTOR FACTOR - | FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
(sce)e kg/10® L| RATING | kg/10® L| RATING |kg/10° L| RATING |kg/10° L| RATING | kg/10° L| RATING
Utility botlers
No. 6 oil fired, normal firing 198 A 0.69S C 8 A 0.6 A - A
(1-01-004-01) ‘
No. 6 oil fired, tangential firing 198 A 0.69S C 5 A 0.6 A ~h A
(1-01-004-04)
No. 5 oil fired, normatl firing 19S A 0.69S “C 8 A 0.6 A _h B
(1-01-004-05)
No. 5 oil fired, tangential firing 19S A 0.69S C 5 A 0.6 A —h B
(1-01-004-06)
No. 4 oil fired, normal firing 188 A . 0.69S C 8 A 0.6 A —h B
(1-01-005-04)
No. 4 oil fired, tangential firing 188 A 0.69S C 5 A 0.6 A ~h B
(1-01-005-05)
Industrial boilers
No. 6 oil fired (1-02-004-01/02/03) 198 A 0.24S A 6.6 A 0.6 A —h A
No. 5 oil fired (1-02-004-04) 198 A 0.24S A 6.6 A 0.6 A —h B
Distillate oil fired (1-02-005-01/02/03) 178 A 0.24S A 2.4 A 0.6 A ~h A
No. 4 oil fired (1-02-005-04) 185 A 0.24S A 2.4 A 0.6 A ~h B
Commercial/institutional/residential
combustors
No. 6 oil fired (1-03-004-01/02/03) 198 A 0.24S A 6.6 A 0.6 A —h A
No. 5 oil fired (1-03-004-04) 198 A 0.24S A 6.6 A 0.6 A —h B
Distillate oil fired (1-03-005-01/02/03) 178 A 0.248 A 2.4 A 0.6 A —h A
No. 4 oil fired (1-03-005-04) ' 18S A 0.24S A - 2.4 A 0.6 A —h B
Residential furnace (No SCC) 178 A 0.24S A 2.2 A 0.6 A 0.3 A




28-0CT-96 FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:1

AIRS ID: 0570039 # of Emissions Unit: 19

Owner: TECO

Name: BIG BEND STATION

City: RUSKIN Office: SWHI County: HILLSBOROUGH

Status: A Compliance Tracking Code: A DFC: 29-AUG-95

SIC: 4911 PSD: Y PPS: Y NSPS: Y NESHAP:
Title V Source: Y Syn Non-Title V Source: Small Business Stationary:
Major of HAPS: Y Major of Non-HAP Pollutants:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Syn Minor of HAPS: Syn Minor of Non-HAP Pollutants:
E.U. 1 Desc: UNIT #1 COAL FIRED BOILER W/RESEARCH-COTRELL ESP
1595 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vocC 56.0000 43.2500 34.0000
S02 114936.0000 114936.0000 33311.0400 46862 .0000
PM 1770.0000 1770.0000 1179.4000 720.0000
NOX 27029.0000 20992.7400 16607.0000
CO 477.0000 371.3900 294 .0000
PM10 1179.4000 719.0000
PB 8.2100 6.0000
E.U. 2 Desc: UNIT #2 RILEY-STOKER COAL FIRED BOILER W/ ESP
1995 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
voC 56.0000 42.6400 33.0000
S02 113766.0000 113766.0000 34223.0400 46717.0000
PM 1752.0000 1752.0000 1160.4000 456 .0000
NOX 27118.0000 20696.7400 15871.0000
CO 477.0000 366.1900 282.0000
PM10 1160.4000 456 .0000
PB 8.0900 6.0000
E.U. 3 Desc: UNIT #3 RILEY-STOKER COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ ESP
1885 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vOoC 58.0000 38.6400 41.0000
S02 117156.0000 117156.0000 17132.0400 58404 .0000
PM 1805.0000 1805.0000 646.9000 725.0000
NOX 12619.0000 8149.7400 9427.0000
CO 499.0000 332.1900 357.0000
PM10 646.9000 724 .0000
PB 7.3400 8.0000
E.U. 4 Desc: UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ BELCO ESP PSD-FL-0
1995 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM10 59.5000 48.0000
PB 8.8800 10.0000
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E.U. 4

Pollutant

E.U. 5

E.U. 6

Pollutant

E.U. 7

Pollutant

E.U. 8

Pollutant

Desc:

Desc:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Poten (TPY)

22.6200

Allow (TPY)

22.6200

Actual (TPY)

22.6000

FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:2
Desc: UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ BELCO ESP PSD-FL-0
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
43.0000 46.8000 51.0000
15552.0000 15662.0000 2656.2400 6911.0000
569.0000 59.5000 48.0000
11379.0000 11379.0000 7236.6200 6934.0000
552.0000 401.2700 439.0000
BIG BEND STATION COMBUST. TURBINE #2 - FIRED BY NO
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
162.0000 0.6000 0.0000
1213.0000 1375.0000 17.5600 5.0000
145.0000 145.0000 0.6300 1.0000
1958.0000 8.5100 7.0000
447 .0000 1.9300 2.0000
0.6300 1.0000
0.0000
GAS TURBINE #3 - WESTINGHOUSE TURBINE FIRED BY NO.
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) "Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
162.0000 1.0100 1.0000
1213.0000 1375.0000 29.6700 6.2700
145.0000 145.0000 1.0600 0.02OQ
1958.0000 1960.0000 14.3700 9.2400
445 ,0000 445.0000 3.2600 2.0000
1.0600 0.0200
0.0000
GAS TURBINE #1 FIRED BY #2 FUEL OIL
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
48.0000 0.0700 0.0200
346.0000 394 .0000 1.9200 0.1800
145.0000 145.0000 0.0700 0.0200
561.0000 0.9300 - 0.2700
127.0000 0.2100 0.0600
0.0700 0.0200
0.0000
Desc: BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 & NO. 2 FLY ASH SILO W
1995 1994

Actual (TPY)

22.6000



28-0CT-96

E.U. A9 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 10 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 11 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 12 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 13 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 14 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 15 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 16 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 17 Desc:
Pollutant

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:3
FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
13.0000 73.1000 22.6000 22.6000
BIG BEND COAL YARD.PERMITTED UNDER PA79-12 & PSD-F
. 1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
1212.0000 132.2000 641.0000 1.0000
TRUCK UNLOADING OF LIMESTONE
. 1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
3.0000 3.0000 0.1000 0.1000
LIMESTONE SILO A W/ 2 BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.2000 0.2000 0.1000 0.1000
LIMESTONE SILO B W/ 2 BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
1995 1994
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.2000 0.2000 0.1000 0.1000
FLYASH SILO FOR UNIT #4
1995 1994

Poten (TPY)

Allow (TPY)

Actual (TPY)

0.9000 0.9000 1.0000
UNIT 1 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1995
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9900 0.9900 0.0700
UNIT 2 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO—CLONE
: 1995
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9900 0.9900 0.0700
UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1995

Actual (TPY)

Poten (TPY)

Allow (TPY)

1994

1994

1994
Actual (TPY)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

28-0CT-96 FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:4
E.U. 17 Desc: UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1995 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) . Actual (TPY)
PM 0.9900 0.9900 0.0700 0.0700
E.U. 19 Desc: FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3
, 1995 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM 2.6800 3.0000
E.U. 18 Desc: BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 AND NO. 2 OPEN BED TRU
_ 1995 1994
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)



28-0CT-96
AIRS ID: 0570039
Owner: TECO
Name :
City: RUSKIN
Status: A
SIC: 4911

Syn
E.U. 1

Pollutant

.U. 2

Pollutant

.U. 3

Pollutant

4

Pollutant

PSD:
Title V Source:
Major of HAPS:
Minor of HAPS:

Desc:

Desc:

Desc:

Desc:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
FACILITY EMISSION REPORT

# of Emissions Unit: 19

BIG BEND STATION

Page:1

OROUGH

tionary:

Office: SWHI County: HILLSB
Compliance Tracking Code: A DFC: 29-AUG-95
Y PPS: Y NSPS: Y NESHAP:
Y Syn Non-Title V Source: Small Business Sta
Y Major of Non-HAP Pollutants:

Syn Minor of Non-HAP Pollutants:

UNIT #1 COAL FIRED BOILER W/RESEARCH-COTRELL ESP
1993 YD
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
56.0000 37.3000 36.0000
114936.0000 114936.0000 49677.0000 52675.0000
1770.0000 1770.0000 780.0000 620.0000
27029.0000 18030.0000 17363.0000
4777.0000 319.0000 306.0000
780.0000
7.0000
UNIT #2 RILEY-STOKER COAL FIRED BOILER W/ ESP
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
56.0000 0.3900 40.0000
113766.0000 113766.0000 51428.0000 51314.0000
1752.0000 1752.0000 1350.0000 839.6000
27118.0000 18914 .0000 19636.0000
477.0000 39.0000 348.0000
1350.0000
7.0000
UNIT #3 RILEY-STOKER COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ ESP
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
58.0000 35.0000 39.0000
117156.0000 117156.0000 48069.0000 53562.0000
1805.0000 1805.0000 606.0000 537.6000
12619.0000 7515.0000 7922.0000
499.0000 299.0000 331.0000
606.0000
7.0000
UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ BELCO ESP PSD-FL-0
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
95.0000 42.0000
10.0000 8.0000



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

28-0CT-96 FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:2
E.U. 4 Desc: UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ BELCO ESP PSD-FL-0
, 1993 1992

Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
VvOoC 43,0000 51.0000 44 ,0000
S0O2 15552.0000 15662.0000 6664.0000 7064 .0000
PM 569.0000 95.0000 42 .0000
NOX 11379.0000 11379.0000 6593.0000 5898.0000
CO 552.0000 : 434.0000 380.0000

E.U. 5 Desc: BIG BEND STATION COMBUST. TURBINE #2 - FIRED BY NO

1993 1992

Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vocC 162.0000 2.0000 1.0000
S02 1213.0000 1375.0000 10.0000 7.6300
PM 145.0000 145.0000 2.0000 1.4800
NOX 1558.0000 21.0000 20.1000
CO 447 .0000 5.0000 5.0000
PM10 2.0000
PB

E.U. 6 Desc: GAS TURBINE #3 - WESTINGHOUSE TURBINE FIRED BY NO.

' 1993 1992
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vocC 162.0000 : 1.0000 2.0000
SO2 1213.0000 1375.0000 10.0000 12.5100
PM 145.0000 145.0000 2.0000 2.4300
NOX 1958.0000 1560.0000 21.0000 33.0000
(6{0)] 445 .0000 445,.0000 5.0000 7.0000
PM10 1.0000
PB

E.U. 7 Desc: GAS TURBINE #1 FIRED BY #2 FUEL OIL
19593 1992
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
VvOoC 48.0000 0.1100
S02 346.0000 394.0000 1.0000 0.6300
PM 145.0000 145.0000 0.1200
NOX 561.0000 2.0000 1.6600
CO 127.0000 0.3700
PM10
PB
E.U. 8 Desc: BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 & NO. 2 FLY ASH SILO W
1993 1992
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM 22.6200 22.6200 22.6000 22.6000



28-0CT-96

E.U. 9 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 10 Desc:
Pollutant.
M
.U. 11 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 12 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 13 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 14 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U, 15 Desc:
Pollutant
™
.U, 16 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U, 17 Desc:
Pollutant

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:3
FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
13.0000 73.1000 22.6000 22.6000
BIG BEND COAL YARD.PERMITTED UNDER PA79-12 & PSD-F
' 1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
1212.0000 132.2000 604.0000 569.0000
TRUCK UNLOADING OF LIMESTONE
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
3.0000 3.0000 0.1000 0.1000
LIMESTONE SILO A W/ 2 BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.2000 0.2000 0.1000 0.1000
LIMESTONE SILO B W/ 2 BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.2000 0.2000 0.1000 0.1000
FLYASH SILO FOR UNIT #4
: 1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9000 0.9000 1.0000 0.8800
UNIT 1 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9900 0.9900 0.0600 0.0600
UNIT 2 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
_ 1993 1992
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9900 0.9500 0.0700 0.0700
UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1993 1992

Allow (TPY)

Actual (TPY)

Poten (TPY)

Actual (TPY)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRCTECTION
AIR RESQURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

28-0CT-96 FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:4
E.U. 17 Desc: UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1993 1992
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM 0.9900 0.9900 0.0600 0.0700
E.U. 19 Desc: FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3
. 1993 1992
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM 3.0000 2 7000
E.U. 18 Desc: BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 AND NO. 2 OPEN BED TRU
’ 1993 1992
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY)

Actual (TPY)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

28-0CT-96 FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:1
ATRS ID: 0570039 # of Emissions Unit: 19
Owner: TECO
Name: BIG BEND STATION
City: RUSKIN Office: SWHI County: HILLSBOROUGH
Status: A Compliance Tracking Code: A DFC: 29-AUG-95
SIC: 4911 PSD: Y PPS: Y NSPS: Y NESHAP:

Title V Source: Y Syn Non-Title V Source: Small Business Stationary:
Major of HAPS: Y Major of Non-HAP Pollutants:

Syn Minor of HAPS: Syn Minor of Non-HAP Pollutants:
E.U. 1 Desc: UNIT #1 COAL FIRED BOILER W/RESEARCH-COTRELL ESP
1991 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vocC 56.0000 39.3100 23.6000
S0O2 114936.0000 114936.0000 63781.6400 36270.0000
PM 1770.0000 1770.0000 549.0700 490.3000
NOX 27029.0000 19073.2600 11452.0000
CO 477.0000 337.7700 202.1000
PM10
PB
E.U. 2 Desc: UNIT #2 RILEY-STOKER COAL FIRED BOILER W/ ESP
’ 1991 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vocC 56.0000 32.5800 33.9000
S0O2 113766 .0000 113766.0000 45168.4500 50721.0000
PM 1752.0000 1752.0000 688.1700 710.6000
NOX 27118.0000 15805.7200 16479.0000
CcO 477.0000 280.1100 290.8000
PM10
PB
E.U. 3 Desc: UNIT #3 RILEY-STOKER COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ ESP
1991 ‘ 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
vocC 58.0000 34.7900 38.8000
S0O2 117156.0000 117156.0000 58002.8300 56534.0000
PM 1805.0000 1805.0000 604 .5800 954 .,0000
NOX 12619.0000 7738.2500 8722.0000
CcO 499.0000 299.0200 332.8000
PM10
PB
E.U. 4 Desc: UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ BELCO ESP PSD-FL-0
' 1991 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM10



28-0CT-96
E.U. 4

Pollutant

E.U. 5

E.U. 6

Pollutant

E.U. 7

Pollutant

Desc:

Desc:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ATR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
FACILITY EMISSION REPORT

Poten (TPY)

43.
15552.
569.
11379.
552.

Poten (TPY)

Poten (TPY)

Poten (TPY)

Poten (TPY)

22.6200

GAS TURBINE #3

Allow (TPY)

15662.0000

11379.0000

BIG BEND STATION COMBUST.

Allow (TPY)

1375.0000
145.0000

Allow (TPY)

1375.0000
145.0000
1960.0000

445.0000

Allow (TPY)

394.0000
145.0000

BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO.

Allow (TPY)

22.6200

Deéc: UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W/ BELCO ESP

1991
Actual (TPY)
45,
6757.
43,
7039.
393.

TURBINE #2 -
1991
Actual (TPY)

1991
Actual (TPY)

GAS TURBINE #1 FIRED BY #2 FUEL OIL

1991
Actual (TPY)

1 & NO.
1991
Actual (TPY)

12.5200

Page:2

PSD-FL-0
1990

Actual (TPY)
49 .
5715.
46.
6951.
420.

FIRED BY NO

1990
Actual (TPY)

- WESTINGHOUSE TURBINE FIRED BY NO.

1990
Actual (TPY)

1990
Actual (TPY)

2 FLY ASH SILO W

1990
Actual (TPY)

13.0000



28-0CT-96

E.U. 9 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 10 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo

v.U. 11 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 12 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U.. 13 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 14 Desc:
Pollutant
Mo
.U. 15 Desc:
Pgllutant
s
PM
.U. 16 Desc:
Pollutant
M
.U. 17 Desc:
Pollutant

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:3
FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3
‘ 1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
13.0000 73.1000 10.0000 11.0000
BIG BEND COAL YARD.PERMITTED UNDER PA79-12 & PSD-F
1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
1212.0000 132.2000 526.6000 556.2000
TRUCK UNLOADING OF LIMESTONE
1991 21990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
3.0000 3.0000 0.0900 0.1000
LIMESTONE SILO A W/ 2 BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.2000 0.2000 0.1000 0.1000
LIMESTONE SILO B W/ 2 BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.2000 0.2000 0.1000 0.1000
FLYASH SILO FOR UNIT #4
1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9000 0.9000 0.7900 0.8200
UNIT 1 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9900 0.9900 0.0700 0.0400
UNIT 2 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1991 1990
Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
0.9900 0.9900 0.0600 0.0600
UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
' 1991 1990

Poten (TPY)

Allow (TPY)

Actual (TPY)

Actual (TPY)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ATR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

28—OCT—96 FACILITY EMISSION REPORT Page:4
E.U. 17 Desc: UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-CLONE
1991 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM 0.9900 0.9900 0.0600 0.0700
E.U. 19 Desc: FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3
: 1991 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
PM 0.0883
E.U. 18 Degc: BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 AND NO. 2 OPEN BED TRU
1991 1990
Pollutant Poten (TPY) Allow (TPY) Actual (TPY) Actual (TPY)
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| Department of
Sl Envnronmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

~ Lawton Chiles
Governor

October 28, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Thomas W. Reese
Attorney at Law

2951 61st Avenue South

St. Petersburg, Florida 33712

Dear Mr. Reese:;

RE:  Request for Tampa Electric Company’s Renewal Dates for Air Permits and Notification
of Any Proposed Title V Air Operation Permitting Action

Thank you for your letter of October 8, which requested the renewal dates for Tampa
Electric Company’s Power Plants. A copy of a permitting history is enclosed for you for the Big
Bend facility, the Gannon facility, and the Hookers Point facility. In each of these, you will find .-~
‘the current expiration date for the affected permits. Inaddition, Rule 62-210.300(2)(a)3.a.,
- F.A.C., extended operation permits for Title V sources subject to Rule, 62-213. 420(1)(a)l.,
-°F. A.C.; 1060 days after the due date ‘Specifically, the due date for these Acid Rain sources was.
une 15 1996 pursuant to Rule 62- 213 420(1)(a)1.a., F.A.C. The applications for these facilities
. -were received on'June 14,-1996. Because of the tlmely submittal of the initial. applications and _
W the initial sufficiency reviews were considered complete, the initial applications were allowed to "
- default to complete 60 days after. the June 14 submittal, which was September 12, and Rule 62- =
213.420(1)(b)2., F.A.C., extended any existing valid permit. The extension of the permits lasts -
" until final agency action is taken on the apphcatlons Copies of the rule cxtmgs are enclosed.

, The Tampa Electric Company s Polk Power Station facility’s construction permit, No.
PSD- FL 194, has been extended by amendment (PSD-FL-194A) and expires on June 30, 2000.
A copy of the permlt extension is enclosed.

Since I specifically work for the Title V Section within the Bureau of Air Regulation, I
am assuming that you only desire notification of any proposed agency action regarding the Title
V operation permits for the facilities referenced in the preceding paragraph. If this is not .
accurate, please advise. We have already placed your name on the “to be copied” list in the three
proposed Title V permits’ Notice of Agency Action documents; and, we will do the same for the
Polk Power Station project when it is processed. Therefore, the Department’s notification will
be mailed to you, the applicant, and others on the same day.

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



Thomas W. Reese Letter
October 28, 1996
Page 2 of 3

If you desire notification of any proposed air permitting action outside of the Title V
Section’s, then it is requested that you notify each air permitting authority that might receive and
. process such a request from the Tampa Electric Company. The following air permitting
i‘kauthorxtles that might also be involved with the Tampa Electrlc Company, now and in the future

-are: : :

Department of Environmental Protection .
Division of Air Resources Management
Bureau of Air Regulation ‘
2600 Blair Stone Road .

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Telephone: 904/488-1344
Fax: 904/922-6979

Contacts: C. H. Fancy, Bureau Chief
A. A. Linero, P.E. Administrator, New Source Review Section

3k 3 e 3k ok ok 3 3k ok ok ok 3k ok ok ok ok ok 3k 3k 3k 3 ok ok ok ok ok % ok ok

~Department of Environmental Protectlon
" "Southwest District ._ :
= Air Resources Management .

. 3804 Coconut ‘Palm Drive,

Tampa Florlda 133619- 821

' Telephone: 813/744-6100
- Fax: 813/744-6084

- Contacts: =~ W.C. Thomas, District-Air Program Administrator ..
' G. J. Kissel, P.E. III, Air Permitting Section

% 3 3 % % % % % o o o dk ok ok ok ok ok o ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission
Air Management Division
1410 North 21st Street

~ Tampa, Florida 33605

Telephone: 813/272-5530
Fax: 813/272-5605

Contacts: Iwan Choronenko, Director
Jerry Campbell, P.E., Assistant Director.



Thomas W. Reese Letter
October 28, 1996
Page 3 of 3

: Ibhope that your requests have been answered by this letter and enclosures. ‘If not, please
give me a call at 904/488-1344 or write to me at the above letterhead address.

'Siﬁcere]y,

0B FTTTS

R. Bruce Mitchell
Environmental Administrator
Title V Section-Bureau of Air Regulation

RBM/m
" Enclosures

cc: - C.H. Fancy, BAR
A. A. Linero, BAR
Patricia Comer, Esq., DEP
W. C. Thomas, SWD
G. J. Kissel, SWD
1. Choronenko, HCEPC
J. Campbell, HCEPC



THOMAS W. REESE
ATTORNEY AT LAW .
2951 61ST AVENUE SOUTH .
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33712,

xeser s DEGEIVED
: " 0CT 111996

- : : - BUREAU OF -
Bruce Mitchell 2 ‘ AW{REGULKHON

October 8, 1996

" Division of Air Resource Management

Permitting and Standards Section
Department of Environmental Regulatlon
2600 Blair Stone Road: :
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400"

Re: TECO Power -Plant AirIPermit Renewal Dates’

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

‘Would you please advise me of the air permit renewal dates for

each of TECO's power plant plants, especially including each of the -

' Big Bend and Gannon Units.

. Also, would YOu please provide me with actuaily timely”notice
of any proposed DEP agency actlon on any TECO power plant: air
permits.

‘cc: Howard Rhodes, Divs Diri.
Bill Thomas, SW-Dist. Off.
Jerry Campbell, HCEPC



Appéndix H-1, Permif Histdrv/ID Number Changes

Tampa Electric Company ‘ ' [DRAFT/PROPOSED/FINAL]Permlt No.: 0570039-002-AV
Big Bend | ' o Faclllty ID No.: 0570039

Permit History (for tracking purposes):

E.U.

ID No Description . Permit No. Issue Date  Expiration Extended Date Revised Date(s)
Date

-001 Unit 1 Coal Fired Boiler A029-219924 " 11/24/92 12/01/97

-002 Unit 2 Coal Fired Boiler A029-179912 11/19/90 10/18/95 08/14/96

-003 Unit 3 Coal Fired Boiler A029-179911 08/29/90 08/30/95 08/14/96

-004 . Unit 4 Coal Fired Boiler PSD-FL-040 11/14/81 .

-005 Combustion Turbine #2 ' A029-174596 03/14/90 03/09/95 08/14/96

-006 Gas Turbine #3 A029-174611 05/08/90 04/27/95 08/14/96

-007 Gas Turbine #1 A029-160257 01/19/90 07/07/94

-008 Unit #1 & #2 Flyash Silo . AQ029-160255 01/19/90 12/22/94

-009 Fly Ash Silo for Unit #3 A029-161082 10/16/91 07/07/94

-010 Big Bend Coal Yard - PSD-FL-040 11/14/81

011 Truck Unloading of Limestone PSD-FL-040 11/14/81

-0i2 Limestone Silo A w/2 baghouses PSD-FL-040 = 11/14/81

-013 Limestone Silo B w/2 baghouses PSD-FL-040 11/14/81

-014 Flyash Silo for Unit #4 PSD-FL-040 11/14/81

-015 Unit 1 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone AQ29-163788 10/06/89 06/30/94

-016 Unit 2 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone AQ029-163788 10/06/89 06/30/94

-017 Unit 3 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-163788 10/06/89 06/30/94

-018 Fly Ash Silo for Unit #3 A029-161082 10/16/91 07/07/94

-019 Big Bend Station Unit #1 & #2 A029-160255 01/19/90 12/22/94

(if applicable) ID Number Changes (for tracking purposes):
From: Facility ID No.: 40HIIL290039

To: Facility ID No.: 0570039

[electronic file name: 0570039h.doc] _ Page 1 of _



B Appéndix H-1, Permit History/ID Number Changes

Tampa Electric Company [DRAFT/PROPOSED/FINAL|Permit No.: 0570040-002-AV
F. J. Gannon - _ Facility ID No.: 0570040

Permit History (for tracking purposes):

E.U. . :

IDNo  pescription Permit No. Issue Expiration Extended Date - Revised Date(s)
. Date Date

-001 Steam Generator A029-204434 1/31/92 1/31/97 10/11/94

-002 Boiler A029-189206 2/7/91 2/6/96 - 8/14/96

-003 Coal Fired Boiler A029-172179 4/26/90 4/19/95 8/14/96 . © . 10/11/94

-004 Coal Fired Boiler A029-255208 12/2/94 10/14/99 .

-005 Coal Fired Boiler A029-203511 1/1/92 1/1/97

-006 Coal Fired Boiler A029-203512 2/15/92 2/15/97

-007 Gas Turbine A029-252615 8/31/94 8/31/99

-008 Boiler . AO29-2]6480 4/23/93 9/12/97

-009 Economizer Ash Silo A029-218858 8/29/89 11/6/97 ‘

-010 Fly Ash Silo A029-250137 7/20/94 7/12/99 2/6/95

-011 - Fly Ash Silo A029-250140 7/20/94 7/12/99 2/6/95

-012 Pug Mill & Truck Loading A029-250137 7/20/94 7/12/99 - - 2/6/95

-013 Unit 1 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-250139 7/20/94 7/12/99 ' 2/6/95

-014 Unit 2 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-250139 7/20/94 - 7/12/99 2/6/95

-015 Unit 3 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-250139 7/20/94 7/12/99 _ 2/6/95

-016 Unit 4 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-250139 7/20/94 7/12/99 2/6/95

-017 Unit 5 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-250139 7/20/94 7/12/99 ' 2/6/95

-018 Unit 6 Coal Bunker w/Rotoclone A029-250139 7/20/94 7/12/99 2/6/95

(if abplicable) ID Number Changes (for tracking purposes):
From: Facility 1D No.: 40HIL290040

To: Facility ID No.: 0570040

[electronic file name: 0570040h.doc] ’ N i Page 1 of 1




Tampa Electric Compahy
Hooker’s Point

Appendix H-1, Permit History/ID Num;bevr Changes

[DRAFT/PROPOSED/FINAL]Permlt No 0570038-001-AV

Facility ID No.: 0570038

Permit History (for tracking purposes):

E.U.

ID No.  Description

-001 Oil-Fired Boiler #1
-002 Oil-Fired Boiler #2
-003 Oil-Fired Boiler #3
-004 Oil-Fired Boiler #4
-005

Oil-Fired Steam Generator #6

Permit No.

A029-203001
A029-203000
A029-202999
A029-202998
A029-202997

Issue Date Expiration Date Extended Date Revised Date(s)
12/19/91 12/01/96
12/19/91 12/01/96
12/19/91 12/01/96
12/19/91 12/01/96
12/19/91 12/01/96

(if applicable) ID Number Changes (for tracking purposes):

From: Facility ID No.: 40HIL290038

To: Facility ID No.: 0570038

[
¢

[electronic file name: 0570038h.doc]

Page 1 of _



DEP 1996 STATIONARY SOURCES - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 62-210

{v} Cyclic, branched, or linear completely methylated

siloxanes

{w) Acetons .

(x) Perfluorocarbon compounds which fall into these classes:

1. Cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated alkanes;

2. Cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated ethers with no
unsaturations; )

3. Cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated tertiary amines with no
unsaturations; and

4, Sulfur contalning perfluorocarbons with no unsaturations and with sulfur
bonds only to carbon and fluorine.

{310} "Waste-to-Energy Facility™ - A facility that uses an enclosed device
using controlled combustion to thermally break down solid, liquid or gaseous
combustible solid waste to an ash residue that contains little or no combustible
material, and that produces electricity, steam, or other energy as a result, Ths
term does not include facilities that primarily burn fuels other than solid waste,
even if the facilities also burn some solid. waste as a fuel supplement. The term
also does not inciude facilities that burn vegetative, agricultural, or silviculturat
wastes, bagasse, clean dry wood, methane or other landfill gas, wood fuel derived
from construction or demolitlon debris, or waste tires, alone or in combination witt
fossil fuel. For the purposes of Rule 62-296.416, F.A.C., the term does not
include facilities that primarily burn biohazardous or hazardous waste and industria
boilers that burn pelletized paper wasle as a supplemental fuel.

(311} “Waxy, Heavy Pour Crude Oil” - A crude oil with a pour point of 50
degrees or higher as determined by the American Saciety for Testing and Materials
Standard B97-66, "Test for Pour Point of Petrofeum Qils™. A copy of the above
referenced document is available from the American Society for Testing and
Materials, 1916 Race Street, Philadelphia, PA 19103, and may be examined at the
Department’s Tallahassee office.

(312} "Yard Trash” - Vegetative matter resulting from landscaping and yard
maintenance operations which Includes materials such as tree and shrub
trimmings, grass clippings, palm fronds, trees and tree stumps.

Specific Authority 403.061, FS.

Law Implemented 403.021, 403.031, 403.061, 403,087, FS.

History -~ Formerly 17-2.100; Amended 2-9-83, 11-28-93, Formerly 17-210.200,
Amended 11-23-94, 4-18-95, 1-2-86, 3-13-96, 3-21-96, B-15-96.

62-210.300 Permits Required. The owner or operator of any emissions unit
which emits or can reasonably be expected to emit any air pollutant shall obtain an
appropriate permit from the Department prior to beginning construction,
modilication, or initial or continued operation of the emissions unit unless
exempted pursuant to Department ruls or statute. All emissions limitations,
controls, and other requirements imposed by such permits shall be at Ieast as
stringent as any applicable limitations and requirements contained in or

Effective 8-15-96 .
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DEP 1996 STATIONARY SQURCES - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 62-210

enforceable under the State implementation Plan (SIP] or that are otherwise
federally enforceable. Issuance of a permit does not relieve the owner or operator
of any emissions unit from complying with applicable emission limiting standards
or other requirements of the air poliution rules of the Department, or any other
applicable requirements under federal, state, or local law.

{1) Air Construction Permits. An air construction permit shall be obtained
by the owner or operator of any proposed new or modified facility or emissions
unit prior to the beglnning of construction or modification, in accordance with all
applicabla provisions of this.chapter, Chapter 62-212 and Chapter 62-4, F.A.C.
The construction permit shall be issued for a period of time sufficient to allow
construction or modification of the facililty or emissions unit and operation while -
the new or modified facility or emissions unit is conducting tests or otheryvise
demonstrating inltial compliance with the conditions of the construction permit,

{2} Air Operation Permits. Upon expiration of the air operation permit for
any existing facility or emissions unit, subsequent to construction or modification
and demonstration of initial compiiance with the conditions of the construction
permit for any new or modified facility or emissions unit, or as otherwise provided
in this chapter or Chapter 62-213, the owner or operator of such facility or
emissions unit shall obtain a renewal air operation permit, an initial air operation
permit, or an administrative correction or revision of an existing air operation
permit, whichever is appropriate, in accordance with all applicable provisions of
this chapter, Chapter 62-213 (if the facllity is a Title V source}, and Chapter 62-4,
F.A.C. .

(3} Minimum Requirements for All Air Operation Permits. At a minimum, a
permit issued pursuant to this subsection shall:

1. Specity the manner, nature, volume and frequency of the emissions
permitted, and tha applicable emrss«on limiting standards or performance
standards, if any;

2. Require proper operatlon and maintenance of any pollution control
equipment by qualified personnel, where applicable in accordance with the
provisions of any operation and maintenance plan required by the air pollution
rules of the Department,

3. Contain an effective date stated in the permit which shall not be earlier
than.the date final action is taken on the apphcanon and be issued for a period,
beginning on the elfective date, as provided below.

a. The operation permit for an emissions unit which is in compliance with all
applicable rules and in operational condition, and which the owner or operator

_intends to continue operating, shall be issued or renewed for a five- year period,

except that, for Title V sources subject to Rule 62-213.420(1}){a)1., F.A. C.,
operation permits shall be extended untit 60 days after the due date for submittal
of the facility’s Title V permit application as specified in Rule 62-213.420(1}{a]1.,
F.A.C. '

- b. Except as provided in Rule 62-210.300(2}{a)3.d., F.A.C., the operation
permit for an emisstons unit which has been shut down for six months or more

RN
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DEP 71996 OPERATION PERMITS FOR MAJOR SOURCES 62-213
QF AIR POLLUTION

permit may Include such emissions unit In the initla) application, provided the
requirements of Rule 62-213.420(3}(k), F.A.C., are maet.

{b) Complete Application.

1. Any applicant for a Title V permit, permit revision or pormit renewal must
submit an application on form number 6§2-210.900(1), which must include 8ll the

Information specified by Rule 62-213.420(3), F.A.C., sxcept that an application for

permit revision must contaln only that Information related to the proposed change.
The applicant shall Include Informatlon concerning fugitive emissions and stack
emissions in the application. Each application for permit, permit revision or permit
renewal shall be certified by a responsible official in accordance with Rule
62-213.4201(4), F.A.C.

2. For those applicants submitting Initial permit applications pursuant to Rule

62-213.420(1){a)1., F.A.C., 8 complete apptlication shall be an application thet
substantially addresses sll the information required by the application form number
62-210.900(1}, and such applications shall be deemed complete within sixty days
of recelpt of a signed and certified application unless the Dopartment notifles the
applicant of incompleteness within that time. For all other applicants, the
applications shall be deemed complete sixty days after receipt, unless the
Department, within sixty days after receipt of a signed application for pormit,
permit revision or permit renewal, requests additional documentation or
Information needed to process the application. An applicant making timely and
complete application for permit, or timely application for permit ranewal as
described by Rule 62-4.090(1), F.A.C., shall continue to operate the source under
the authority and provisions of any exlisting valid permlt or Florida Electrical Power
Plant Slting Cortification, provided the applicant complies with all the provislons of
Rule 62-213.420{1)(b}3. and 4. F.A.C. Fallure of the Departmont to request
additional Information within sixty days of receipt of a properly signed application
shall not impair the Department’s ability to request additional information pursuant
to Rule 62-213.420(1}(b)3. and 4., F.A.C.

3. For those permit applications submitted pursuant to the provisions of Rule '

62-213.420(1}a}1., F.A.C., the Department shall nollfy the applicant If the
Department bocomes aware at any time during processing of the applicatlon that
the application contains Incorrect or Incomplete Information. The applicant shail
submit the corrected or supplementary information to the Department within
ninety days unless the applicant has requested and been granted additional time to
submit the Information. Failure of an applicant to submit corrected or
supplementary information requested by the Department within ninety days or
such additional time as roquesled and gran(ed shall render the application
incomplete.

4. For all applications olher than those addressed at Rule
62-213.420(1)(b)3., F.A.C., should the Department become aware, during
processing of any application that the application contains Incorrect Information, or
should the Department become aware, as a result of comment from an

EFFECTIVE 6-25-96

DEP 1996  OPERATION PERMITS FOR MAJOR SOURCES ~ 62-213
OF AIR POLLUTION

alfected State, an approved local air program, EPA, or the public that additional
information is needed to evaluate the application, the Department shall notify the
applicant within 30 days. When an applicant becomes aware that an application
contains incorrect or Incomplete information, the applicant shall submit the
corrected or supplementary information to the Department. If the Department
notifies an applicant that corrected or supplementary information is necessary to
process the permit, and requests a response, the applicant shall provide the
information to the Department within ninety days of the Department requost
unless the applicant has requested and been granted additiona! time to submit the
Information or, the applicant shall, within ninety days, submit a written request
that the Department process the application without the Information. Failure of an
applicant to submit corrected or supplementary information requestod by the
Department within ninety days, or such additional time as requested and granted,
or to demand in writing within ninety days that the application be processed
without the Informatlon shall render the application incomplete. Nothing In this
section shall limit any other remedies available to the Department.

5. All Department requests for additional information shall conform to the
requirements of Rule 62-4.055(2), {3}, and {4), F.A.C.

6. The Department shall grant requests for additional time to submit
supplomental or cofrected Information as follows:

a. Each source requesting additional time must make a written request prior .
to the due date for receipt of the
information and must specily the number of additional days requested:

b. The Department shall grant up to sixty additional days to any ‘source
operating In compliance with the terms and conditions of tho source’s existing
valid permit without the need to show cause;

c. The Department shall grant additlonal time beyond sixty days or to
sources not-operating in compliance with existing valid parmits only after the
source demonstrates good cause. Good cause. shall mean any unforesgen
situation outside the control of the source such as labor strikes, acts of war,
extraordinary or sudden and unexpected acts of nature or accidents beyond the
control of the source. if the Department has required, in the request for additional
or corrected Information, that the source undertake specific testing or

. investlgation, good cause shall also include the requirement to complets any

required tests or Investigation that cannot be completed within 150 days, so long
as the source speclfies the expected date of completion In its demonstration of
good cause and so long as the estimated time requested Is for the work required.

{2) Conlidential Information. Whenever an applicant submits information
undar a claim of confidentiality pursuant to Section 403.111, F.S., the applicant
shall also submit a copy of all such information and claim directly to EPA,

{3) Standard Application Form and Requlired Information. -Applications shall
be submitted under this chapter on forms provided by tho Department and adopted
by reference in Rule 62-210.300(1), F.A.C. The information as described in Rule
62-210. 900(1) F.A.C., shall be included for the Title V source and each omissions

EFFECTIVE 6-25-96
. - 20
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SRoRbA ... Environmental Protection

FLO
Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles ' 2600 Blair Stone Road - Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary’

February 28, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. G. F. Anderson

Tampa Electric Company

P. O. Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Dear Mr Anderson'

" RE: Amendment for a Modification to the Aux1llary B01ler
and Expiration Date Extension
PSD-FL-1594 (A)

The Department received your requests of May 12 and June 9, 1994,
to modify the aux1llary boiler by increasing the heat 1nput rate,
which will requlre changing some existing Spec1f1c conditions, and
to extend the expiration date of the PSD permit referenced below.
The permit is amended as shown: :

Mgt

%~ Permit NoO.  PA-92-32, PSD-FL-194, Tampa Electric Company.

Current Expiration Date: June 1, 1996

BN

New Expiration Date: June 30,;2000

The Department 1s also modlfylng the specific condltlons as'
follows:

E. 2uxiliary Boiler

The maximum heat input to the auxiliary boiler shall not exceed

£#9-5 120.0 MMBtu/hr when firing No. 2 fuel oil with 0.05 percent
maximum sulfur content by weight. All fuel consumption must be
continuously measured and recorded for the auxiliary boiler.

G. Fugitive Dust o

Fugitive dust emissions during the construction period shall be
minimized by covering or watering dust generation areas.
Particulate matter emissions from the coal handling eguipment shall
be controlled by enclosing all coal storage, conveyors and conveyor




Mr. G. F. Anderson
February 28, 1995
Page 2 of 4

transfer points (exeept-these-direetiy-epsseeimted-with-the-ecoal
stackerfrectaimer—-for-whiek-aen~enetesure-ia-operetzenaily

infeesibie). Fugitive emissions shall be tested as specified in
Condition No. J. ZIneetive-ceal-sterage-sheii-be-sheapedy-compacteds
gné-erzented~te-minimize—-wind-eresien. Water sprays or chemical

wetting agents and stabilizers shall be applied to uncovered
storage piles, roads, handling equipment, etc. during dry periods
and, as necessary, to all facllities to maintain an opacity of less
than or equal to five percent. When-addines-meving-—or-remeving
-eoat-from-the-ceat-pite;—an-oepaeity-of-26-percent-is-aiieveds-

H. Emission Limits

1. The maximum zllowable emissions from the IGCC combustion
turbine, when firing syngas and low sulfur fuel oil, in accordance
with the BACT determination, shall not exceed the +ollowing:

Emissions Limitations
7F CT Postdemonstration

s Period
Pollutant Fuel Basis lb/hr , tov
NOy, 01l 42 ppnvd 311 N/A
Syngas 25 ppmvd 222+5 =Z-044

220.25 1,032.9

I. Auxiliary Boiler Operation

Normal operation of the auxiliary boiler shall be limited to a
‘maximum of *+8686 3,000 hours per year ené-eniy-dering-perieds-of
stertup-and-shutdewn-of-the~-I6€E€-untt,—er-when-steam—-£rem—-the-I6€E

unit<s-heat-reeovery-steam-generater—is—unaveitab*er The auxiliary
boiler may operate continuouslv (i.e. 8,760 hrs/vr) in the standbv
mode. The following emission limitations shall applv:

1. NOy emissions shall not exceed 6+%6 0.10 lbs/MMBtu for oil
firing.

2. Sulfur dioxide emissions shall be llmlted by firing low
sulfur oil with a maximum sulfur content of 0.05 percent
by weight.

3. Visible emissions shall not exceed 20 percent opacity

(6-minute averadqe) texcept for one six- minute period per
hour during which opacity shall not exceed 27 percenty
while burnlng low sulfur fuel oil.




Mr. G. F. Anderson.
February 28, 1995
Page 3 of 4

L. Monitoring Reguirements

1. TIGCC cCombustion Turbine

A continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) shall Dbe installed,
operated and maintained in accordance with 40 CFR 60, Appendix F,
for the combined cycle unit to monitor nitrogen ox1des and a
diluent gas (CO; or Op). The applicant shall request that this
condition of certification be amended to reflect the Federal Acid
Rain Program reguirements of 40 CFR 75, if appllcablel when those
- reguirements become. effective within the state.

2= a Each CEMS shall meet the performance spec1f1catlons of 40
CFR 60, Appendix B.

2+ Db CEMS data shall be recorded and reported in accordance
with Rule €Ehapter 62-297.500, F.A.C.;7 40 CFR 60; and, 40 CFR 75_
if applicable. The record shall include periods of startup,
shutdown, and malfunction.

\

3+ ¢ A malfunction means any sudden and unavoidable failure. of.
air pollution control equipment or process equipment to operate 1in
a normal or usual manner. Failures that are caused entirely or in

part by poor maintenance,: careless operation or any other
preventable upset condition, or preventable equipment breakdown
shall not be considered malfunctions.

. 4~ d The procedures under 40 CFR 60.13 shall be followed for
1nstallation evaluatlon and'operation of all CEMS.

5 e For purposes of the' reports required under this
permit excess emnlssions are defined as any calculated average
emission concentration, as determined pursuant to Condition No.
H.¢ herein, which exceeds the appliczkle emission limits in .~
Condition No. H.1.

2. Auxiliary Boiler

A CEMS shall be installed, operated and maintained in accordance
with 40 CFR 60, Appendlx F for the auxiliary boiler to monitor

nltrogen ox1des emissions and in accordance with 40 CFR 60.13 to
monitor opacity.

a. The CEMS shall meet the performance specifications of 40 CFR
60, Appendix B.




Mr. G. F. Anderson
February 28, 1995
Page 4 of ¢4 -

b. CEMS data shall be recorded and reported in accordance with
Rule 62-297.500, F.A.C., and 40 CFR 60. The record shall include
periods of startup, shutdown and malfunction.

c. A malfunction. means anv sudden and unavoidable failure of air
pollution control ecuipment or process egquipment to operate in a
normal or usual manner. Failures that are caused entirelv or in
part by poor maintenance, careless operation or any other
preventable upset condition or preventable eguipment breakdown
shall not be considered malfunctions. ' :

d. The procedures under 40 CFR 60.13 shall'bé followed for
installation, evaluatiorn, and operation of the CEMS.

N. Applicable Requirements

The project shall comply with all the applicable reguirements of
Chapters 62-212 and 62-4, F.A.C., and 40 CFR 60, Subparts A, Db and

GG.

A copy of this letter shall be attached to the above mentioned
permit, No. PSD-FL-194(2a), and shall become a part of the permit.

- Sincerely,

Howard /L. Rhodes .
Director

Division of Air Resources
Management

HLR/sa/b

cc: B. Thomas, SWD
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
H. Oven, PPS
T. Davis, P.E., ECT



Environmental.

Gaingsville, FL.

32606 |-

(352)

_332-0443 |

FAX (352)

-332-6722°

| August-16, 1996

' Ms C1ndy Phillips

s

-Alan M Trbov1ch
/. Senior Sc1ent1st

ECT

Consulting & Technology; Inc.

RECEIVE D
AUB 19 1995 o

" BUREAUOF
AR R REGULATION

'Florida Department-of Env1ronmental Protectlon
111 Magnolia Drive, Suite 13.

: Tallahassee FL 32308

‘ Re ,' Tampa Electrlc Company.

B1g Bend Stat1on
A T1tle Vv Attachment F11es

) .'Dear Ms. Phllllps

: Pursuant to our recent telephone conversatlon please ﬁnd enclosed four d1skettes

| containing a z1pped attachment file for the Tampa Electric Company (TEC) B1g Bend -
. .Stat1on The follow1ng ﬁle 1s prov1ded on the enclosed d1skettes

TEC BB ZIP

_ Please call me at 352/332 6230 extens1on 350 if you have any quest1ons regardmg
‘ these ﬁles

Smcerely ,

.ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY INC

| AMT/edd

Enclosure

- |'ce: Ms. Janice Taylor, TEC
3701 Northwest +|- .
| 98™. Street | .

* Mr. Tom Davis, ECT -

An Equa/ Opponuhity/Afﬁrmarive Action-Employer .



‘ Florida Department of
Memorandum Environmental Protection

TO: Cindy Phillips EI
S,‘? AUy 14 VED

FROM: Terry Knowleg: 5 ”995
AR R4y
DATE: August 12, 1996 " YeuLy
N
SUBJECT: Tampa Electric Company ELSA Submittal

Cindy, both John Strand and I have spoken to Janice Taylor with Tampa Electric Company
regarding their ELSA submittal. The application will not upload due to the precision on several
fields in the Segment record of the application.

Our database will not accept more than one decimal point in certain fields. However, the version
of ELSA they used to submit their application does allow them to submit the data to disk even
though these fields sizes are too large. This explains why they were able to submit two other
applications with no problems. We have corrected this problem in the latest version of ELSA.

I have talked to both Yi Zhu and Scott Sheplak about the issue of precision in these fields
because many users have indicated they want to submit the data accurately. In order to accept
the data at this precision, we will need to modify ELSA, EARS and ARMS to accept the data.
Please let me know your thoughts with regard to this data. I will be happy to have the database
changes made if they are necessary.

"Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



ELECTRIC JUN 14 1886

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

BUREAU OF
June 13, 1996 ‘AR REGULATION
Mr. John C. Brown, P.E. VIA FEDEX AIRBILL #9737560932
Admunistrator-Title V Programs
MS 5505

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

e,  RECEIVED
it 14 1996
RE: Tampa Electric Company

. . . F e
Big Bend Station BUREAU O :
AIRS No. 0570039 . AR REGULﬁf\ON
Title V Permit Application : /
Dear Mr. Brown: . I

Enclosed please find four (4) copies of the Title V permit application signed and sealed for the above referenced
facility in accordance with 62-4.050 and 62-213.420, F.A.C. -

As indicated in the permit application, please address any comments or concerns to me, as follows,

Tampa Electric Company Ph. No. (813) 228-4839

Janice K. Taylor’ Fax No. (813) 228-4881

Senuor Engineer : -

P.O. Box 111 07 Feaders)  DTRET

Tampa, FL 33601-0111 Taph DGO
Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter. ot Thet m ek

' pe¥ing  f wiow colpheluied

Sincerely, vk b *,j:a/ \Lf‘?f ~ o\,fZar

: . e
. R et bbo wf&' »‘Jf‘&fk( NuATH
// ’V- ,‘ '
r e

' - S A Ui e‘/
Senior Engineer L/ U S¢S Doasty
Environmental Planning , /
/\7 -

Enclosures \/ 2.1 - / e ~ |
. B , o g’ N/
EPunVKT757 mS‘N G ! 7/ 3¢ /5 ¢ / Cj) // / 4L/ / &

AnGTHETL SET

P
1C Gb{ \_)L:’({T‘/;Tf) @.ACK- ‘rc
oL () §—NT D,';Ke""é"“)
€t S ot .. C ] A %//Z/‘l(g

| ¢ AeT Y gcr o e
LOT (T 2 NG

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampg, florida 33601-0111 (813 228-4111



Environmental

3701 Northwest
98™ Street
Gainesville, FL
32606

(352)
332-0444

FAX (352)
332-6722

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

=C7r

Consulting & Technology, Inc. REC&VEQ

August 12, 1996 ‘ _ AU T A

DIVISION OF AIR
SE“ BY OVERNIGHT MAIL ON 08/12/96 RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Mr. John Strand A

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
111 Magnolia Drive, Suite 23 . '
Tallahassee, FL 32308 ‘

Re:  Tampa Electric Company
Big Bend Station
Title V ELSA Files

Dear Mr. Strand:

Pursuant to our. recent telephoné conversation, please find enclosed four (4) diskettes containing
revised ELSA Version 1.2.1 input and submit files for the Tampa Electric Company (TEC) Big Bend
Station. The following six (6) files are provided on the enclosed diskettes:

ELSA.LDB;
ELSA.MDB,;
ELSA.TXT;
SYSTEM.LDB;
SYSTEM.MDA; and
BIGBEND.ZIP

The first five files are those used as input to ELSA Version 1.2.1 while the last file is the submit file
created by ELSA. As requested, segment fields for Emission Units 5, 6, and 7 (Combustion Turbines
Nos. 1, 2, and 3, respectively) were revised by deleting the data contained in several fields [Segment
Data, Field 4 (maximum hourly rate) and Field 8 (maximum percent ash) for Emission Unit 5 and
Segment Data, Field 8 for Emission Units 6 and 7) and placing the same information in the comment
field. =

Please call me at (352) 332-6230, Ext. 351 if you have any questions regarding these files.
Sincerely,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Lo O

Thomas W. Davis, P.E.
Senior Engineer

Enclosure

ce: Ms. Janice Taylor, TEC
Mr. Al Trbovich, ECT

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer



Environmental

3701 Northwest
98™ Street
Gainesville, FL
32606

(352)
332.0444

FAX (352)
332-6722

ECT

Consuliting & Technology, Inc.

Best Available Copy

‘August 5, 1996 , ' RECEHVEE

SENT BY OVERNIGHT MAIL ON 08/05/96 HRUED
| | | AUG Lo 1505

DIVISION OF AIR
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Mr. John Strand _
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
111 Magnolia Drive, Suite 23

Tallahassee, FL 32308

Re: Tampa Electric Company
. Big Bend Station
Title V ELSA Files

Dear Mr. Strand:
Pursuant to our recent telephone conversation, please find enclosed a diskette containing

ELSA Version 1.2.1 input files for the Tampa Electric Company (TEC) Big Bend Station.
The following five (5) files are provided on the enclosed diskette:

. ELSA.LDB;

o ELSA.MDB;

. ELSA.TXT;

. SYSTEM.LDB; and
. SYSTEM.MDA

Please call me at (352) 332-6230, Ext. 351 if you have any questions regarding these files.
Sincerely,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Lo Qs

Thomas W. Davis, P.E.
Senior Engineer

Enclosure
cc: Ms. Janice Taylor, TEC
Mr. Al Trbovich, ECT

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer



Florida Department of

‘Memorandum - - Environmental Protection
TO: Iwan Choronenko, Director
' Local Program Air Permitting Administrator

) FROM: Bruce Mitchell 97
DATE: August 12, 1996

SUBJECT: Completeness Review of an Application Package for a Title V Operation Permit
Big Bend Station: 0570039-002-AV

Enclosed is an application package for a Title V operation permit that is being processed
in Tallahassee. Please have someone review the package for completeness and respond in writing
by September 9, if you have any comments. Otherwise, no response is required. If there are any
questions, please call the project engineer, Cindy Phillips, at 904/488-1344 or SC:278-1344. It is
very important to verify the compliance statement regarding the facility. Since we do not have a
readily effective means of determining compliance at the time the application was submitted,
please advise if you know of any emissions unit(s) that were not in compliance at that time and
provide supporting information. Also, do not write on the documents.

If there are any questions regarding this request, please call me or Scott Sheplak at the
above number(s).

RBM/bm

Enclosure



% TAVEA
L ELECTRC

August 1, 1996

Ms. Cindy L. Phillips VIA FEDEX

Title V Programs AIRBILL #9737561094
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

111 South Magnolia Drive, Suite 4

Tallahassee, FL 32301

RE: Tampa Electric Company RECE\V ED
Big Bend Station 996
AIRS No, 0570039 e 20
Title V Permit Application BURE A\'\)—P(?\—F\ on

Dear Ms. Phillips: AR REGY

Pursuant to my conversation with John Strand of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, please
find enclosed four (4) new copies of the Title V permit application. Please let me know if you have any further
trouble opening these disks.

As indicated in the permit application, please address any comments or concerns to me, as follows:

Tampa Electric Company Ph. No. (813) 228-4839
Janice K. Taylor Fax No. (813) 228-4881
Senior Engineer

P.0.Box 111

Tampa, FL 33601-0111

Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter.

Environmental Planning

Enclosures

EP\gmUKT770

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO.Box 111 Tampag, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 298-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



(FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY)

State of Florida summary checklist for initial Title V permit applications for ‘existing’ Title V Sources (cont’d)

II. Application logging.
ARMS Permit Number assigned d S 70 039 - 00 2-AV

logged into ARMS by initials 3.M. date 97 /19 / 14,

I1I. Initial distribution of application.

a. Disposition of 4 paper/electronic copies submitted:
1- Clean originals to file? Y N

1- District 'Y N
1- County [affected local program]? Y N
1- Permit engineer(s) ,

b. Disposition of electronic files submitted:
copy placed onto PC? Y N

c. Disposition of ELSA submitted:
version used [circle]: 1.0 1.1 1.2.1 13 1.3a  1.3b
Uploaded to EARS? Y N

by date /]
d. Electronic information submitted previewed? Y N N/A
Comment(s):

TED - By Bond

S-L-d_Jo/

{this checklist was developed from Rule 62-213.420(1)(b)2., F.A.C. and DARM policy}

6/11/96
AtSopgen\0_check\iapcheck.doc

page 2 of 2



(FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY)
State of Florida summary checklist for initial Title V permit applications for ‘existing” Title V Sources

Facility Owner/Operator Name: ﬂmpn Eleclic C()Mpq.“ ,

Facility IDNo.: 0S8 7 00 2 ¢ Site Name: Br Bond ' Shlsg
County: Holls bpeouin

application receipt date do / 14/ 1y

I. Preliminary scanning of application submitted.

a. Was application submitted to correct permitting authority? Yy v N

b. Was an application filed? Y*v _ N

c. Was the application filed timely? y*v N

d. Application format filed [check one]. Veesi~ (.24 |
Hard copy of official version of form? ELSA? V' wf hed Uy 4 H\Ja«é
A facsimile of official version of form? Some combination?

e. 4 copies (paper/electronic) submitted? Y N .

f. Electronic diskettes protected/virus scanned/marked? y v N N/A
by K. date 0b /11 /90

g. Entire hard copy of Section I. provided (Pages 1-8 of form)? Y ___ = N v~ £L3A
Facility identified (Page 1)? [if not complete a Page 1] Y*  [Attached ]
R.O. certification sign=d and dated (Page 2)? Y*v N
P.E. certification signed and dated (Page 7)? Y*v~ N_

h. Any confidential information submitted? Y N v~
If yes, R.O. provided hard copy to us and EPA? Y N
If yes, hard copy locked up and note filed with application? Y* N

i. Type of application filed.

TV application for ‘existing’ Title V Source only? Y N
Any units subject to acid rain? Yv N
Note(s): [*] = mandatory. '
Comment(s):
Reviewer’s initials __ date gu/11 /4 Concurrence initials__ date __/_ /

page 1 of 2



, Al TAMPA
EH‘J ELECTRIC

A TECO ENERGY COMPANY

June 13, 1996

Mr. John C. Brown, P.E.

Administrator-Title V Programs

MS 5505

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL. 32399-2400

RECEIVED

JUN 14 1996

'BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

VIA FEDEX AIRBILL #9737560932

RECEIVED

AN 14 1996

RE: Tampa Electric Company o
Big Bend Station JBUREAU c')\"i ON’J#
AIRS No. 0570039 AIR REGUL':;.:»— ;
Title V Permit Application .

Dear Mr. Brown:

Enclosed please find four (4) copies of the Title V permit application signed and sealed for the above referenced
facility in accordance with 62-4.050 and 62-213.420, F.A.C. -

As indicated in the permit application, please address any comments or concerns to me, as follows,

Tampa Electric Company Ph. No. (813) 228-4839
Janice K. Taylor Fax No. (813) 228-4881
Senior Engineer '
P.O.Box 111

Tampa, FL 33601-0111

Thank you in advance fqr your consideration in this matter. L / /g vuSe < S}CL AN g/

/a;/// i

Sincerely,

ice K. Taylor
/' Senior Engineer
Environmental Planning

Enclosures

EP\sn\IKT757

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO.Box 111 Tampa, Florida 33601-0111  (813) 228-4111 An Equal Opportunity Company



i

THOMAS W. REESE
ATTORNEY AT LAW . ' , :
L 2951 61ST AVENUE SOUTH. | - .
o ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33712, - ' ~

(813)867-8228 : -
" FAX(813)867-2259 REQEEVED

0CT 11199

October 8, 1996

~

o . ©. BUREAUOF
Bruce Mitchell o a h AW{REGULK“ON

" Division of Air Resource- Management

Permitting -and Standards Section
Department of Environmental Regulatlon
2600+Blair Stone Road:

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Re: TECO Power -Plant Air Permit Renewal Dates

Dear Mr. Mitcheliz ~

Would you pleaseiadv1se me of the air perm1t renewal dates for

each of TECO's power plant plants, espec1a11y 1nc1ud1ng each of the ;”\

Big Bend and Gannon Un1ts.

"Also, would you please provide me with actually timely’ notlce
of any prOposed DEP agency actlon on any TECO power plant air
permlts. ‘ . o ,

1

o . ’ /

cc: Howard Rhodes, D1v. Dir.. R . o .
Bill Thomas, SW Dist. Off. - . T
Jerry Campbell, HCEPC o S~ s

a)- . ! [

’
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5 "‘Eéff Department of
2RO Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

October 9, 1996

Mr. Peter Tsirigotis

UsS EPA

Office of Air and Radiation
401 M Street SW (6204J)
Washington, DC 20460

Subject: Acid Rain Program: Proposed Rule for Nitrogen Oxides
Tampa Electric Company
Infermation from a recent inspection

Dear Mr. Tsirigotis:

Earlier this year Sargent & Lundy along with Carnot under contract
to Tampa Electric Company (TECO) ccmpiled a study of NOx controls for
the four cyclone and the five Riley Stoker wet bottom turbo boilers
operated by TECO. This study, entitled Nitrogen Oxide Limitation Study,
was submitted to your office and TECO provided a copy to the state and
county agencies. The report concludes that the acid rain program’s
proposed controls and NOx limits for group 2 boilers should not apply to
the TECO boillers for many reasons. Although the five wet bottom turbo
boilers (capacity factors 60-80 percent range) are utilized more than the
cyclone units, they are reported to have potential NOx reductions cf
less than 25% from combustion controls. In the final rule, add on
controls such as SCR or SNCR, and fuel switching {as discussed below)
may be needed as control options in addition to the proposed rule’s
combustion controls for these wet bottom turbo boilers to obtain
reductions in emissions sufficient to meet 0.86 lb/mmBtu.

After reading the study, I had several questions. On September
16, 1996 I visited the Big Bend and Gannon facilities in Tampa to obtain
answers and further evaluate the various options for retrofitting NOx
controls on these group 2 boilers. I was surprised to find NOx
emissions from two cyclone units, at or below the proposed limits of
0.94 1lb/mmBtu (operation was near full load). TECO personnel had no
explanation for the low emission rates but stated that NOx emissions can
vary from these units. During my visit I noted that these units had
recently switched to Powder River Basin coal. During a visit on August
16, a representative from the Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission noted that NOx emissions from the two wet bottom
turbo units at the Gannon station were below the proposed limits of 0.86
lb/mmBtu (no record of coal type, operation on Gannon Unit 5 was less
than half load, operation on unit 6 was near full load). Apparently
fuel switching for SO, allowances may have a co-benefit of reducing NOx.

Big Bend Unit 3, one of the five wet bottom boilers operated by
TECO, has operated at annual emission rates of 0.60 to 0.70 lb/mmBtu
since the mid 1970’s. Unit 3 is not subject to NSPS but has a NOx limit
established in the Florida Administrative Code. All of the turbo-fired
units have opposed wall burners and a furnace which narrows {forming the
turbo throat) above the downward tilted burners. Water tube platens

“Protect. Conserve and Manage Florida’s Enviconment and Natwral Resources™

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Peter Tsirigotis
October 9, 1996
Page 2

located above the turbo throat protrude into the furnace box. They were
installed after the initial design to improve heat transfer. Unit 3,
the low NCx wet bottom boiler, has these same water tube platens,
although in a slightly different arrangement than the other four wet
bottom turbos. Although all the wet bottom turbo boilérs appear similar
in design, the Sargent & Lundy report does not address: this critical
question:

Can Big Bend Units 1 and 2 and Gannon Units 5 and 6 be
modified to achieve less than 0.70 1lb/mmBtu as Unit 3 has at Big
Bend?

Oddly encugh, the study evaluated Unit 3 for NOx controls even
though actual emissions are well below (25%) the proposed standard.
TECO staff have explained that Unit 3 differs from the earlier wet
bottom units in that it has a larger furnace. My inspection revealed
that the plan area of Unit 3 is only about 11 percent larger than Unit 2
although emission rates are about twice as high on Unit 2. The attached
table gives information which may be useful in evaluating the
differences in these wet bottom turbo units.

Emission controls on the TECO group 2 boilers could be very
important as the Tampa Bay area has experienced four(4) exceedances of
the ozone standard over the past two years. Also, impacts to Tampa Bay
due to high nitrate loadings have caused loss of sea grass and aquatic
life over the past 30 years. Annual NOxXx emissions from the two TECO-
facilities in the Tampa Bay area were 88,000 tpy in 1994, an increase of
7 percent over 1890 levels.

Please keep me informed on any changes to the Phase II NOx
standards and control requirements as they affect the TECO group 2
units., Call me at (904) 488-1344 or email (COSTELLO M@DEP.STATE.FL.US)
if I can assist you in any way o
|

Sincerely, |

A i

T gl C:Q_AQIZ€K~
Martin Costello, P.E. '
Bureau of Air Regulation

cc: Jerry Campbell
Jerry Kissel : 1
Patrick Ho

Attachment



NOx EMISSIONS FROM TECO WET BOTTOM TURBO UNITS

Big Bend U3 Big Bend U2
Emission limit (1b/mmBtu) 0.70 none
Boiler Rating (MW) 445 : 445
Installed 1976 1973
furnace width 61’ 97 ' 617 9~
furnace depth 36’ 07 327 o~
Emission rate (lb/mmBtu) 0.65 1.39
note: Big Bend Unit 1 (445 MW) and Gannon Unit 5 (239 MW) and

Unit 6 (414 MW) are similar in design and have similar
emission rates compared to Big Bend Unit 2



5 ~ F Department of
= oA Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

Lawton Chiles
Governor
October 9, 1996

Mr. Patrick A. Ho, Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

PO Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Subject: Request for Information
Dear Mr. Ho:

Earlier this year Sargent & Lundy along with Carnot compiled a
study of NOx controls for the four cyclone and the five Riley Stoker wat
bottom turbo boilers operated by TECO. A copy of this study entitled
Nitrogen Oxide Limitation Study was submitted to the Department. The
conclusions from this study explained that the proposed controls and NOx
limits for group 2 boilers should not apply to the TECO boilers for many
reasons. I1f NOx standards were imposed, the five wet bottom turbo
boilers are reported to have potential NOx reductions of less than 253%
from combustion controls.

After reading the study, I had several guesticns. On September 16
I visited the Big Bend and Gannon facilities to obtain answers and
further evaluate the various options for retrofitting NOx controls on
these group 2 boilers. I was surprised to find NOx emissions from two
cyclone units, at or below the proposed EPA limits of 0.94 lb/mmBtu
(operation was near full load). TECO personnel had no explanation for
the low emission rates but stated that NOx emissions can vary from these
units. During my visit I noted that these units had recently switched
to Powder River Basin coal. During a visit on August 16, a
representative from Hillsborough County Environmental Protection
Commission noted that NOx emissions from the two wet bottom turbo units
at the Gannon station were below the proposed levels of C.86 lb/mmBtu
{(no record of cocal type, operation on Gannon Unit 5 was less than half

load, operation on Unit 6 was near full load). Can you confirm if fuel
switching for SO, allowances have a co-benefit of reducing NOx? Can you
explain what properties of the fuel, {i.e. fuel bound nitrogen, Btu

value, water content) contribute most to the reduced emission rates for
NOx and how the combustion process is affected by these fuel properties?

Although the TECO personnel were very helpful during my visit,
there were several requests which I was asked to submit in writing. The
following items are requested:

¢ Boiler diagrams for all group 2 units like the ones posted at the
plant which show dimensions.

e Flue gas properties for the wet bottom turbos and cyclones which are
important for NOx formation; including burner zone heat release rates
(BZHRR), residence times, and temperatures.

* Operating data which indicate the range of operation (i.e. are the
cyclones operated at less than 50% of rated load, how often...).

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Patrick A. Ho
October 8, 1896

Page 2

e Any limits specified in contracts or otherwise required on the
ammonia content of ash used for mixing with concrete

e Any limits specified in contracts or otherwise required on the
ammenia content of ash used for making cement.

e Percentages of each of the above ash products sold( i.e. 50% scld for

mixing

with concrete and 50% sold for cement manufacturing).

Finally, I would like to see a comparison of Big Bend Unit 3 with

the other
operation
failed to
turbos to

wet bottom turbos in terms of boiler dimensions, design, and
as they relate to NOx control. The Sargent and Lundey report
evaluate what it would take to modify the other wet bottom
reduce NOx emissions to levels as low as Unit 3’'s emissions.

I have attached a letter to Peter Tsiritogis,US EPA, regarding the

acid rain.

program’s proposed NOx rule. Please contact me at (904) 4885-

1344 or email (COSTELLO M@DEP.STATE.FL.US) if you need clarification or
have questions. :

Sincerely,
_ ;7
ool = T .
g Lo (ﬁ"“i’h%

Martin Costello, P.E.
Bureau of Air Regulation

cc: Jerry Campbell
Jerry Kissel

Attachment



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ‘PROTECTION
AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

“1N"=NOV-95 ATR INDEX REPORT Page:94
Owner: TECO AIRS ID: 0570040 Status: A
Compliance Trackzx Code: A Title V: Y FC: 01-SEP-95

E.U. Description Permit No Issued Dt Expiry Dt

e S NG e e e
16 UNIT 4 COAL BUNKER W/ROT A A029250139 20-JUL-94 12-JUL-99

CLONE «
17 UNIT 5 COAL BUNKER A029250139 20-JUL-94 12-JUL-99
CLONE
18 UNIT 6 COAL AQ29250139 20-JUL-94 12-JUL-99
CLONE
19 UNIT#4- B 9255208 02-DEC-94 14-0CT-99
CYCLO
BO-:
™~
-~ s /4” /
owner: TECO ey Lzond AIRS ID: 0570039 Status: A
Compliance Traaqking Code: A Title V: Y DFC: 29-AUG-95
E.U. Description St Permit No Issued Dt Expiry Dt
1 UNIT #1 COAL FIRED BOILER W/ s AQ029219924 24-NOV-92 01-DEC-97
RESEARCH-COTRELL ESP oA+ encaft | AC vciacl
2 UNIT #2 RILEY-STOKER COAL : A A029179912 19-NOV-90 18-0CT-95
FIRED BOILER W/ ESP ad) A0
3 UNIT #3 RILEY-STOKER COALt) A A029179911 29-AUG-90 30-AUG-95

FIRED BOILER W/ ESP :

4 UNIT #4 COAL-FIRED BOILER W//_ AN, Y /i
BELCO ESP PSD-FL-040 I-ﬁdz Cor proneloaepl -ﬁé NE "*/'l{: n f,. A2 [M-,IJ/:?_{ (ﬁ‘ﬂj.{j/’td I/)

5 BIG BEND STATION COMBUST. - A A029174596 14-MAR-90 094MAR-95
TURBINE #2 - FIRED BY NO. ;\E?Ayxa,egv;¢ﬂééug
FUEL O g enecsd
6 GAS TURBINE #3 - WESTINGHOUSE | A 2029174611 08-MAY-90 27-APR-95
TURBINE FIRED BY NO. 2 FUEL QI/
7 GAS TURBINE #1 FIRED BY #2_y 47, A 2029160257 19-JAN-90 07-JUL-94
FUEL OIL : -
8 BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 &) A 2029160255 19-JAN-90 22-DEC-94
NO. 2 FLY ASH SILO WITH BAGHOU#epy ¢ AC sty
9 FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3.4/ 45, A 2029161082 16-0CT-91 07-JUL-94
10 BIG BEND COAL YARD.PERMITTED) ~ A '
gNDER PA79-12 & PSD_FL—O4quffégéf:ﬂ"“ﬁiﬁ%&Wfﬁéﬂﬂj'ﬂé&»NJA?ﬁfﬁmm/fA;?&gﬁk,
11 TRUCK UNLOADING OF LIMESTONE AT '
12 LIMESTONE SILO A W/ 2 Ay _ /
BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP ( o g@ifggAzﬁﬁzf”éu&i7_éq&;;zwz;ziﬂgﬁwt
P /A 0 /
13 LIMESTONE SILO B W/ 2 A
BAGHOUSES. 1 IS 100% BACK-UP
P
14 FLYASH SILO FOR UNIT #4 A



~"-NOV-95

owner:
Compliance Tracking Code: A

E.U.
15
16
17

18

19

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Best Available Copy

AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

AIR

TECO
Title

Description

__________________ g ———
UNIT 1 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-
CLONE =

UNIT 2 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-
CLONE

UNIT 3 COAL BUNKER W/ROTO-
CLONE

INDEX REPORT

ATIRS 1ID:
V: Y DFC: 29-AUG-95
st Permit No

A A029163788
/
A L)y 029163788

A A029163788

BIG BEND STATION UNIT NO. 1 . A029160255
AND NO. 2 OPEN BED TRUCK ”“’W“WOFM

LOADOUT
FLY-ASH SILO FOR UNIT #3

Owner: TERRA VAC CORPORATION

Compliance Tracking Code: B

E.U.
1
2

3

Owner:

Title

Description

VACUUM EXTRACTION SYSTEM
(RENTAL CAR FACILITY)

VACUUM EXTRACTION SYSTEM (TANK
FARM/TRANSFER LINES)

VACUUM EXTRACTION SYSTEM (SOIL
TREATMENT CELLS)

THE DAVID J. JOSEPH COMPANY

Compliance Tracking Code: B Title
E.U. Description
1 SCRAP METAL TRANSFER OPERATION
2 FACILITY GROUNDS OF SCRAP
METAL FACILITY '
Owner: THE HARDAWAY COMPANY

Compliance Tracking Code: B

E.U.

1

2

Title

Description

CEMENT/FLYASH STORAGE SILO
NO.1 ’

CEMENT SILO NO 2(EAST) /MERTS
MODEL C 250 S.F.BAGHOUSE

FLY ASH SILO NO 3

CEMENT WEIGH HOPPER AND TRUCK
LOADING

A A0s a029161082

AIRS 1ID:
V: N DFC:
ét Permit No
I
I
I
AIRS ID:
V: N DFC:
st Permit No
A 2029238834
A 2029238834
AIRS ID:
V: N DFC:
st Permit No
A 2029254305
A A029254305
A A029254305
A A029167052

0570039

Issued Dt
06-0CT-89
06-0CT-89

19-JAN-90

16-0CT-91

0570398

Issued Dt

0570446

Issued Dt

28-JAN-94
28-JAN-94

0570237

Issued Dt

22-FEB-95
22-FEB-95

22-FEB-95
29-SEP-89

Page:95

Status: A

Expiry Dt
30-JUN-94
30-JUN-94
30-JUN-94

22-DEC-94

07-JUL-94

Status: I

Expiry Dt

Status: A

Expiry Dt
31-DEC-98
31-DEC-98

Status: A

Expiry Dt

29-FEB-00
29-FEB-00

29-FEB-00
27-SEP-94



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawrton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

September 30, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.

Manager of Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

P.O. Box 111

Tampa, Florida 33601-0111

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Firing of Coal/Petcoke Blend in Big Bend Unit 3
Amendment of Permit A029-179911
AIRS I.D. No. 0570039-001-AC

The Department hereby amends the subject Alr Operation Permit
allowing the firing of a Dblend of coal and petroleum coke. The
existing Alr Operation Permit, previously amended on May 12, 1995,
is amended as follows: '

DESCRIPTION

Change From:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr coal fired steam generator
designated as Unit No. 3 at the Big Bend Station. This "wet” bottom
boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and 1s an opposed-fired
turbo boiler. The generator has a nameplate capacity of 445.5 MW.
Operation of this unit may include diverting all of the flue gas
into the existing Big Bend Unit No. 4 flue gas desulfurization (FGD)

system. Diversion of the flue gas stream will allow the emissions
from this unit to be vented to the Unit 4 FGD system for emission
reduction.

Particulate matter emissions generated during the operation of the
unit are controlled by a dry electrostatic precipitator manufactured

by Research-Cottrell, 1Inc. Sulfur dioxide emissions will be
controlled by diverting the flue gas emissions to the Unit No. 4 FGD
system. Ssulfur dioxide emissions that are generated and not

diverted through the Unit No. 4 FGD system are uncontrolled.

e

Urrorect Lonserve and iGH0SE risng, S RO IRt CAE INSTUEGT RETSLITES

Printed on recycled poper.



Mr. Patrick Ho, P.E.
September 30, 1996
Page Two

Change To:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr steam generator designated as
Unit No. 3 at the Big Bend Station. This "wet" bottom boiler was
manufactured by Riley-Stoker and 1s an opposed-fired turbo boller.
The generator has a nameplate capaclity of 445.5 MW. This unit may
be fired on coal or a coal/petroleum coke Lklend consisting of a
maximum of 20.0 percent petroleum coke by weight. Operation of this
unit may include diverting all of the flue gas into the existing Big
Bend Unit No. 4 flue gas desulfurization (FGD) system. Diversion of
the flue gas stream will allow the emissions from this unit to be
vented to the Unit 4 FGD system for emission reduction.

Particulate matter emissions generated during the operation of the
unit are controlled by a dry electrostatic precipitator manufactured

by Research-Cottrell, Inc. Sulfur dioxide emissions will be
controlled by diverting the flue gas emissions to the Unit No. 4 FGD
system. Sulfur dioxide emissions that are generated and not

diverted through the Unit No. 4 FGD system are uncontrolled.

New Specific Condition 21:

Fuels fired in Unit No. 3 shall consist of cocal or a cocal/petrcleum
coke blend containing a maximum of 2¢.0% petroleum coke by weight.

Q

The sulfur content of the petroleum coke shall not exceed 6.0 % by

weight (dry basis). Vanadium content of the mineral ash from the
petroleum coke fired shall not exceed 35.0% by weight (ignited
basis). [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

New Specific Condition 22:

Gravimetric instrument data verifying that the 20.0% maximum
petrcleum coke content by weight has not been exceeded shall be
maintained for two years and submitted to the Department and the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHEC)
with each annual operating report. Also to be maintained and
available for inspection shall be a record of operaticn showing the
date, fuel used, mode of operation (integrated/non-integrated), and
the dur:tion of all startups, shutdowns and malfunctions. [Rule
62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

New Specific Condition 23:

At all times while firing any blend of coal and petroleum coke, Unit
No. 3 shall operate only in the integrated mode as described in
Specific Condition No. 4 except during startups, shutdowns and/or
malfunctions during all of which best operational practices shall be
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employed including the cessation of petroleum coke bunkering. The
permittee shall maintain and submit to the Department and the EPCHC
on an annual basis for a period of 5 years from the date the unit
begins firing petroleum coke, data demonstrating that  the
operational change did not result in an emissions increase.

[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

A copy of this amendment letter shall be attached to and shall
become a part of Air Operation Permit A029-179911.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

R ]

¥ Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources
Management
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DATR : September 10, 1996
70: John Brown
‘ | _
FROM: Rick Kirby THRU: Jerry c

Iwan Choronenk

BUBJECT: Title V Review of TECO Facllitiss in Hillsborough Co

The EPC hag received copies of Tampa Electric Company Title V
applications. The packages were received August 14 and 21, 1996
with a reguest that comments be provided by September 9, 1996. The
actual application and some supporting documentation were provided
on computer disk.

I have begun my initial review of the Big Bend facility and have
already turned up several lssues which should be addressed. Some
of these are asg follows:

1.

The State sulfur dioxide standards for the Big Bend and Gannon
stations do not appear to meet any of the criteria for
practical enforceability. Rules 62-296,405(1) (c)2.a. and b.,
F.A.C. are truly not comprehensible to anyone other than a
doctorate of mathematics or sgtatistics. While we are not
suggesting the standard be tightened through the Title V
process, we are stating that it should be simplified so it is
meaningful. TECO now has CEMs in the stacks and we should
look to establishing them as the reference method with a
practically enforceable standard that will pase the EPA
muster, We do not see how they can provide reasonable
assurance that these standards are being met or that these
limits protect the ambient air guality standards. You recall
we have experienced a number of sulfur dioxide violations
downwind of the Gannon Station and these have not been
resolved. The EPC feels very strongly about this particular
issue.

It appears that many sources have been grouped into one
eaisslons unit, when they may not meet the State definition of
similar sources. These include fuel and other material

handling.
An Affirmativs Action - Equal Opportunity Employer {; Pritad on tecycied paper
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John Brown
September 10, 1996
Page 2 '

3. Many of these units have been presented as being fugitive
enissions sources when they do not meet that definition.

4. There are fuels and chemicals listed for use in boilers which
have no previous permitting approval. These include used o0il

and non-hazardous cleaning chemicals.

5. Some emission units are not listed. EPC had previously agreed
to defer permitting of a marine vessel repalr and painting
operation to be included in the Title V procezs, It was not
“found in this package.

Based on the above iseues, I feoel it is necessary to have EPC
permitting engineers perform an inspection of each facility, to
include a thorough air pollution source audit, as well as an in
depth application and file review. Additionally, EPC has been
unable to generate or access the applications for the Hookers Point
and F.J. Gannon facilities. As you may be aware, FDEP data
persorinel came ton EPC raecently. On the same day, a lightning
Btrike took out a large part of our computer system. It is still
not completely functional. Cindy Phillips has gracjously agreed to
ganerate hard copies of the two remaining facilities.

I would like to clore by saying that these are very complex
projects. In addition to the size of eacnh facility, there are
complicating factors such as the outstanding Chapter 120 F.S8.
hearing request by the citizens of Apollo Beach for the latest Big
Bend modification and the application for modification at the F.J.
Gannon facility which may well trigger PsSD. This is the largest
polluter in Hillsborough County and a thorough, complete review is
called for. We respectfully request that the review time given us
be extended for 30 days to insure that we can properly raepresent
the interest of the citizens. : .

bm
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NOTICE OF PERMIT AMENDMENT "
. ' = - A s R :
Mr. Patrick A. Ho, P.E. T ~ RN
Manager, Environmental Permitting e T T —

Tampa Electric Company

P.O. Box 111 : . ?\Q

Tampa, FL 33601-0111

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Hillsborough County - AP
" Rn029-3%79911, PATS Processing No. 254096

Oon July 5, 1994, the Department received your request to amend
air pollution permit A029-179911 which is for Big Bend Station
Unit No. 3. Specifically, the regquest related to the recent
legislation involving nitrogen oxide compliance limits pursuant’
to 40 CFR 75. Therefore, as requested permit A029-179911 is
hereby amended as follows:

Specific Condition No. 5

From: The nitrogen oxides emission rate (expressed as NO,)
from this source shall not exceed 0.70 pound per
million Btu heat input. [Rule 17-2.600(5)(a)4.d.,
F.A.C.]. ' _

To: The nitrogen oxides emission rate (expressed as NO,)
from this source shall not exceed 0.70 pounds per
million Btu heat input based upon a 30-day rolling
average. [Rule 17-296.405(1) (d)4., F.A.C.]

Specific Condition No. 10

From: This source shall be stack tested for nitrogen oxides
(expressed as NO,) at intervals of 12 months from the
date of August 14, 1989, or within a 90 day period
prior to that annual date. Testing procedures shall be
consistent with the requirements of Rule 17-2.700,
F.A.C. A copy of the test data shall be submitted to
both the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County and the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation within 45 days of such
testing.

Page 1 of 4
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-

To: This source shall demonstrate compliance for nitrogen
oxides (expressed as NO,) based upon a 30-day rolling
average. The methodology to be used will follow the
criteria set forth in 40 CFR 60, Subpart Da. the
calculations shall“be consistent with the equations in
40 CFR 60, Appendix A, Reference Method 19, Section
4.2. (July 1, 1993). Data collected during boiler
operating days will be used to calculate ‘the 30-day
rolling average except during periods of start-up, shut
down, or malfunction, consistent with the provisions of
Rule 17-210.700, F.A.C.

For the purpose of calculating a 30-day rolling »
average, a boiler operating day is defined as a 24-hour
period (between 12:01 a.m. and 12:00 midnight) during
which fossil fuel is combusted in a steam operating
unit for the eritire 24-hours. ,

The continuous emission monitor shall meet the quality
assurance requirements and performance specifications
contained 40 CFR 75.

A report shall be submitted to both the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection and the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County within 30 days following each calendar quarter.
This report shall contain the 30-day rolling average,
all time periods of boiler operation as well as a
statement of CEM and/or boiler malfunction, start-up or
shutdown. ’

A person whose substantial interests are affected by this permit
amendment may petition for an administrative proceeding (hearing)
in accordance with Section 120.57, Florida Statutes. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and must be
filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel of the
Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399~
2400, within 14 days of receipt of this permit amendment.
Petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at
the address indicated above at the time of filing. Failure to
file a petition within this time period shall constitute a waiver
of any right such person may have to request an administrative
determination (hearing) under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.

The Petition shall contain the following information;
(a) The name, address, and telephone number of each petitiocner,

the applicant’s name and address, the Department Permit File
Number and the county in which the project is proposed;
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(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received notice
of the Department‘s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how eath petitioner’s substantial interests
are affected by the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner, if
any; :

(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or quification of the Department’s action or

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action

or proposed action; and

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the Department to take
with respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the
Department’s final action may be different from the position
taken by it in this permit amendment. Persons whose substantial
interests will be affected by any decision of the Department with
regard to the application have the right to petition to become a
party to the proceeding. The petition must conform to the
requirements specified above and be filed (received) within 14
days of receipt of this notice in the Office of General Counsel
at the above address of the Department. Faillure to petition
within the allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any right
such person has to request a hearing under Section 120.57, F.S.,
and to participate as a party to this proceeding. Any subsequent
intervention will only be at the approval of the presiding
officer upon motion filed pursuant to Rule 28-5.207, F.A.C.

.This permit amendment is final and effective on the date filed

with the Clerk of the Department unless a petition is filed in
accordance with the above paragraphs or unless a request for
extension of time in which to file a petition is filed within the
time specified for filing a petition and conforms to Rule 17-
103.070, F.A.C. Upon timely filing of a petition or a request
for an extension of time this permit amendment will not be
effective until further Order of the Department.

When the Order (Permit Amendment) 1is final, any party to the
Oorder has the right to seek judicial review of the Order pursuant
to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes, by the filing of a Notice of
Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate
procedure, with the Clerk of the Department in the Office of



Tampa Electric Company Page 3 of 4
A029-179911

General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400; and by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal
accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate
District Court of Appeal. .*The Notice of Appeal must be filed
within 30 days from the date the Final Order is filed with the

Clerk of the Department.

This letter must be attached to and becomes a part of permit
A029-179911l. If you have -any questions, please call Mr. Jim
McDonald of my staff at (813)744-6100 extension 421.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

'/é;,ﬁféhard D. Garrity, Ph.D.
Director of District Management

cc: EPCHC

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that this NOTICE OF PERMIT AMENDMENT and all
coples were mailed by certified mail before the close of business
on _JUL 19 1394 to the listed persons.

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FILED,

on this date, pursuant to Section
120.52(11), Florida Statutes, with

the designated Department cClerk,
receipt of which is hereby acknowledge.

EAY g :
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Bob Martinez, Governor _ Dale T‘w-achtmann. Secretary John Shearer, Assistant Secretary
Dr. Richard Garrity. Deputy Assistant Secrewary
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PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179911
P.O0. Box 111 County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95

Project: Big Bend Station
Unit No. 3

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-2 & 17-4. The
above named permittee is hereby authorized to perform the work or
operate the facility shown on the application and approved drawing(s),
plans and other documents, attached hereto or on file with the
department and made a part hereof and specifically described as
follows:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr. coal fired steam generator
designated as Unit No. 3 at the Big Bend Station. This "wet" bottom
boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and is an opposed-fired turbo
boiler. The generator has a nameplate capacity of 445.5 MW.
Particulate matter emissions generated during the operation of the
unit are controlled by a dry electrostatic precipitator manufactured
by Research—-Cottrell, Inc.

Location: Big Bend Road, Ruskin

UTM: 17-361.9 E 3075.0 N NEDS NO: 0039 Point ID: 03

Replaces Permit No.: A029-93937 €§§%\j

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 1 of 7.



PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179911
P.O. Baox 111 _ County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95
Project: Big Bend Station
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 3

1. A part of this permit is the attached 15 General Conditions.

2. Except as provided in Specific Condition #6; the particulate
matter emission rate for this scurce shall not exceed 0.1 pcund per
million Btu heat input, over a two hour average.

[Rule 17-2.600(5)(a)2., F.A.C.].

3. Except as provided in Specific Condition #6; Visible Emissions
from this source shall not exceed 20% opacity except for one six-

minute period per hour during which opacity shall not exceed 27%.

[Rule 17-2.600(5) (a)l., F.A.C.].

4. Big Bend Station Units 1, 2, and 3, in total, shall not emit more
than 31.5 tons per hour of sulfur dioxide on a three hour average, Lut
in no case to exceed a two hour average emission of 6.5 pounds of
sulfur dioxide per million Btu heat input. Units 1, 2, and 3, 1in
total, shall not emit more than 25 tons per hour of sulfur dioxide on
a 24 hour average. [Rule 17-2.600(5) (a)3.b.(ii), F-A.C.]. ‘

5. The nitrogen cxides emissicn rate (expressed as NO,) from this
13

source shall not exceed 0.70 pound per million Btu heat input.
[Rule 17-2.600(5) (a)4.d., F.A.C.].

€. A. Excess emissions from existing fossil fuel steam generatcrs
resulting freom startup or shutdown are permitted provided
that best operational practices to minimize emissicns are
adhered tcoc and the duration of excess emissions are
minimized. [Rule 17-2.25G(2), F.A.C.].

B. Excess emissions resulting from boiler cleaning (soot
blowing) and load change are permitted provided that  the
duration of such excess emissions shall not exceed 3 hours
in any 24-hour periocd and visible emissions shall not exceed
60% cpacity, and providing (a) best cperational practices to
minimize emissions are adhered tec and (b) the duration of
the excess emissions are minimized. Visible emissicns above
60% opaclty are allowed for not more than 4, six-minute
periods, during the 3-~hour period of excess emissions
allowed by part B. of this specific conditicon. Particulate
matter emissions shall not exceed an average of 0.3 pound
per millicon Btu heat input during the 3-hour period of
excess emissions allowed by part B. of this specific
cendition. [Rule 17-2.250(3), F.A.C.].

(%}
O

h
~!

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Pace



PERMITTEE: ' PERMiT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179911

P.O. Box 111 , County: Hillsborough

Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95
Project: Big Bend Station

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: ' Unit No. 3

7. Excess emissions resulting from malfunctions are permitted

providing (a) best operational practices to minimize emissions are
adhered to and (b) the duration of excess emissions are minimized but
in no case exceed two hours in any 24 hour period unless specifically
authorized by the Department of Environmental Regulation for longer
duration. [Rule 17-2.250(1), F.A.C.). Excess emissions which are
caused entirely or in part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any
other equipment or process failure which may reasonably be prevented
~during startup, shutdown, or malfunction is prohibited. [Rule 17-
2.250(4), F.A.C.). 1In case of excess emissions resulting from
malfunctions, Tampa Electric Company shall notify the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County in accordance with Rule
17-4.130, F.A.C. A full written report on the malfunctions shall be
submitted in a quarterly report, if requested. [Rule 17-2.250(6),
F.A.C.].

8. This source shall be stack tested for particulate matter and
visible emissions, under both sootblowing and non-sootblowing
operation conditions, at intervals of 12 months from the date of
August 14, 1989, or within a 90 day period prior to that annual date.
A test under sootblowing conditions which demonstrates compliance with
a non-sootblowing emission limitation will be accepted as proof of
compliance with that non-sootblowing emission limitation. The visible
emissions DER Method No. 9 test period for this source shall be at
least 60 minutes in duration. Visible emissions testing shall be
conducted simultaneously with particulate matter testing unless
visible emissions testing is not required. 1In situations where DER
Method 9 visible emissions testing is not possible during particulate
matter testing, such as under overcast days, .independent visible
emissions testing may be performed at a later date within 5 days.
Reasons for non-simultaneous testing must be provided in the test
report. Testing procedures shall be consistent with the requirements
of Rule 17-2.700, F.A.C. A copy of the test data shall be submitted
to both the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
and the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation within 45 days
of such testing.

9. This source shall be stack tested for sulfur dioxide at intervals
of 12 months from the date of August 14, 1989, or within a 90 day
period prior to that annual date. Testing procedures shall be
consistent with the requirements of Rule 17-2.700, F.A.C. A copy of
the test data shall be submitted to both the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County and the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation within 45 days of such testing.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 3 of 7.



PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179911

P.O. Box 111 _ County: Hillsborough

Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95
Project: Big Bend Station

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 3

10. This source shall be stack tested for nitrogen oxides (expressed

as NO ») at intervals of 12 months from the date of August 14, 1989, or
w1th1n a 90 day period prior to that annual date. Testing procedures
shall be consistent with the requirements of Rule 17-2.700, F.A.C. A
copy of the test data shall be submitted to both the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County and the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation within 45 days of such testing.

.1l..Compliance testing for particulate matter emissions and visible
emissions may be conducted either: (a) without fly ash re-injection
occurring, or (b) while fly ash collected by the precipitator is being
re-injected into the boiler at a rate which is representative of the
maximum anticipated fly ash re-injection rate. If the most recent
particulate and visible emissions compliance tests were conducted
without fly ash re-injection occurring, and fly ash re-injection
occurs for any reason other than a malfunction, then the results from
new particulate and visible emissions compliance tests conducted while
fly ash collected by the precipitator is being re-injected into the
boiler at a rate which is representative of the maximum anticipated
fly ash re-injection rate shall be submitted to the Department of
Environmental Regulation and the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County within 60 days of the date that such fly ash
re-injection occurred. The Department of Environmental Requlation or
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County may,
for good cause shown, grant an extension of the 60 day time limit on a
case by case basis. [Rule 17-4.070(3), F.A.C.].

12. Compliance with the S02 emission standards set forth by Specific
Condition #4 shall be demonstrated by:

A. Conducting an annual stack test, using an approved DER Method,
with a fuel analysis for the coal burned to show compliance with

the two hour standard of 6.5 pounds of sulfur dioxide per million Btu
heat input.

B. Not charging the fuel bunkers of units 1 through 3 with any coal
with a composite sulfur content that would produce emissions greater
than 6.5 pounds of sulfur dioxide per million Btu heat input to show
continuing compliance with the two hour standard. This can be
accomplished in part by blending various grades of coal on-site prior
to charging into the fuel bunkers located in the tripper room.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 4 of 7.



PERMITTEE: - PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179911

P.0O. Box 111 A County: Hillsborough

Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95
' - Project: Big Bend Station

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 3

C. Daily composite fuel sampling and analysis to show compliance

with the emission cap for units 1 through 3 of 25 tons of sulfur
dioxide per hour on a 24 hour average. The following equation shall
be used: '

(1) (ii) (1ii) (iv) (V) (vi)
#S 2 #S02 MMBTU MWH tons S02
S04y = ===e= X =w=e—- X === X .95 X ==~ X —==—me—-
MMBTU #S MWH day 2000 1lbs. S02
Wheré: (i) - comes from the daily fuel analysis
(ii) - conversion factor
(iii)~- heat rate from the previous month heat rate
calculation
(iv) - Conversion factor descrlblng percent S in the coal

that is converted to gaseous SO2
(reference 6/25/76 DER-TECO Stipulation)
(v) daily generation from station logs
(vi) - conversion factor

This equation shall be used and the calculations completed for

each of the units 1 through 3. This information shall be submitted to
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County

and the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation on a quarterly
basis no later than 45 days following the calendar quarter. If an
exceedance of this standard occurs, then the permittee shall report
this event to the Department of Environmental Regulation and the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County within 24
hours of the determination.

D. Adhering to the study, previously submitted, that demonstrates
by statistical analysis, that the 31.5 tons of S0O2 per hour on a
three hour average is being met. This study provides reasonable
assurance that a daily sample can be used to demonstrate compliance
with the 3 hour emission cap.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 5 of 7.



PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company . - Permit No: A029-179911

P.O. Box 111 County: . Hillsborough

Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95
' Project: Big Bend Station

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: : Unit No. 3

13. The maximum permitted heat input rate for this source is 4,115
million Btu per hour. Approved compliance testing of emissions shall
be conducted within +10% of the maximum permitted heat input rate,
when practicable. Testing may be conducted at less than 90% of the
maximum permitted heat input rate; however, if so, the maximum
permitted heat input rate is automatically amended to be egual to the
test heat input rate. If the maximum permitted heat input rate for
this source is exceeded by more than 10%, compliance testing shall be
performed within 60 days of initiation of the higher rate and the
results of the tests shall be submitted to the Department of
Environmental Regulation and the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County. The Department of Environmental Regulation or
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County may,
for good cause shown, grant an extension of the 60 day time limit on a
case by case basis. Acceptance of said test will automatically amend
the maximum permitted heat input rate to be equal to the test heat
input rate. Emission limitations are not automatically adjusted above
the allowable levels established by the permit and/or the design
process rate. The actual heat input rate shall be specified in each
test report. Failure to submit the actual heat input rate, or
operation at conditions during testing which do not reflect normal
operating conditions may invalidate the test and fail to provide
reasonable assurance of compliance. [Rule 17-4.070(3), F.A.C.].

14. Tampa Electric Company shall notify the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County at least 15 days prior to the date
on which each formal compliance test is to begin of the date, time,
and place of each such test, and the test contact person who will be
responsible for coordinating and having such test conducted for the
owner. The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
. may waive the 15 day notice requirement on a case by case basis.

[Rule 17-2.700(2) (a)9., F.A.C.].

15. A continuous monitoring system to determine in-stack obacity from
this source shall be calibrated, operated and maintained in accordance
with Rule 17-2.710(1), F.A.C.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 6 of 7.



PERMITTEE: | PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179911
P.O. Box 111 County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 08/30/95
' Project: Big Bend Station
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 3

16. A report shall be submitted to both the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation and the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County within 30 days following each calendar quarter
detailing excess opacity readings recorded during the three month
period. For the purpose of this report, excess emissions shall be
defined as all six minute averages of opacity which exceed the
limitations of specific conditions #3 and #6. The information

- supplied in this report shall be consistent with the reporting

" requirements of 40 CFR 51 Appendix P [Rule 17-2.710(1), F.A.C.].

17. Submit for this facility, each calendar year, on or before March
1, an emission report for the preceding calendar year containing the
following information pursuant to Subsection 403.061(13), Florida
Statutes: '

(A) Annual amount of materials and/or fuels utilized.

(B) Annual emissions (note calculation basis).

(C) Any changes in the information contained in the permit

application.

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County and the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation shall each receive a
copy of this report. '

18. Issuance of this permit does not relieve the permittee from
complying with applicable emission limiting standards or other
requirements of Chapter 17-2, or any other requirements under federal,
state, or local law. [Rule 17-2.210, F.A.C.]

19. Four applications to renew this operating permit shall be _
submitted to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County by July 1, 1995. [Rules 17-4.050(2) and 17-4.090(1), F.A.C.].

Issued this X 2 day of
/45//91;/1‘74 , 19 2.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Z - o

4=, Dr. Richard D. Garrity
Deputy Assistant Secretary

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 7 of 7.
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Southwest District
Lawton Chiles © 3804 Coconut Palm Drive - Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor ‘ Tampa, Florida 33619 : Secretary

NOTICE OF PERMIT AMENDMENT

CERTIFIED MATIL

Mr. Patrick A. Ho, P.E.

Manager, Environmental Planning
Tampa Electric Company

Post Office Box 111

Tampa, FIL., 33601 /

Dear Mr. Ho:

Re: Permit Amendment Request Received 03/16/95
Big Bend Unit No. 3
PATS Processing No. A029-269732
Current DEP File No. A029-179911

On 03/16/95 the Department received your request for an amendment -
to air operating permit No. A029-179911. Therefore, the
following amendment is hereby made in the permit:

. DESCRIPTION

Change from:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr. coal fired steam generator
designated as Unit No. 3 at the Big Bend Station. This "wet"
bottom boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and '‘is an opposed-
fired turbo boiler. The generator has a nameplate capacity of
445.5 MW. Particulate matter emissions generated during the
operation of the unit are controlled by a dry electrostatic
precipitator manufactured by Research-Cottrell, Inc.

Change to:

For the operation of a 4115 MMBTU/hr. coal fired steam generator
designated as Unit No. 3 at the Big Bend Station. This "wet"
bottom boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and is an opposed-
fired turbo boiler. The generator has a nameplate capacity of
445.5 MW. Operation of this unit may include diverting all

of the flue gas into the existing Big Bend Unit No. 4 flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) system. Diversion of the flue gas stream
will allow the emissions from this unit to be vented to the Unit
4 FGD system for emission reduction.

Particulate matter emissions generated during the operation of
the unit are controlled by a dry electrostatic precipitator (ESP)
manufactured by Research-Cottrell, Inc. 8Sulfur dioxide emissions
will be controlled by diverting the flue gas emissions to

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Naowral Resources”
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the Unit No. 4 FGD system. Sulfur dioxide emissions that are
generated and not diverted through the Unit No. 4 FGD system are
uncontrolled.

Specific Condition No. 4:
Norintegrated Operation Sulfur Dioxide Emission Limits:

4. Big Bend Station Units No. 1, 2, and 3 in total shall not
emit more than 31.5 tons per hour of sulfur dioxide on a three
hour average, but in no case to exceed a two hour average
emission of 6.5 pounds of sulfur dioxide per million Btu heat
input. Units 1, 2, and 3, in total, shall not emit more than 25
tons per hour of sulfur dioxide on a 24 hour average (Rule 62-
296.405(1) (c)2, F.A.C.).

Integrated Operation Sulfur Dioxide Emission Limits:

Tampa Electric Company is allowed to divert and integrate
all of Big Bend Unit Nec. 3 flue gas for purposes of treating
that flue gas in the existing Big Bend Unit No. 4 flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) system. While in the integrated mode
Units No. 3 and 4 shall meet the sulfur dioxide emission
limitations that are applicable to Unit No. 4 (40 CFR 60.40a
and Permit No. PSD-FL-040).

Add Specific Condition No. 20:

20. All sSpecific Conditions that reference testing requirements
(Nos. 8,9,10,11, and 12) apply to operation in the nonintegrated
mode. Testing as referenced in the operating permit should be
conducted under nonintegrated conditions (i.e., no diversion of
flue gas emissions is allowed during compliance testing).

2 person whose substantial interests are affected by this permit
amendment may petition for an administrative proceeding (hearing)
in accordance with Section 120.57, Florida Statutes. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and must be
filed (received) in the 0ffice of General Counsel of the
Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 323
2400 within 14 days of receipt of this permit amendment.
Petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at
the address indicated above at the time of filing. Failure to
file a petition within this time period shall constitute a waiver
of any right such person may have to reguest an administrative
proceeding (hearing) under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.

\D
D

The petition shall contain the following information;

(2) The name, address, and telephone number of each
petitioner, thie applicant’s name and address, the
Department’s Permit File Number and the county in which
the project is proposed;
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(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner received
notice of the Department’s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how each petitioner’s subsequent interests
are affected by the Department’s action or proposed
action; :

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by petitioner,
if any;

(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
proposed action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner
contends require reversal or modification of the
Department”s action of proposed action; and

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the Department to
take with respect to the department’s action or proposed
action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the
Department’s final action may be different from the position
taken by it in this permit amendment. Persons whose substantial
interests will be affected by any decision of the Department with
regard to the permit amendment have a right to petition to become
a party to the proceeding. The petition must conform to the
requirements specified above and be filed (received) within 14
days of receipt of this permit amendment, in the Office of
General Counsel at the above address of the Department. Failure
to petition within the allotted time frame constitutes a waiver
of any right such person has to request a hearing under Section
120.57, Florida Statutes, and to participate as a party to this
proceeding. Any subseguent intervention will only be at the
approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to
Rule 62-5.207, Florida Administrative Code.

This permit amendment is final and effective on the date filed
with the Clerk of the Department unless a petition is filed in
accordance with the above paragraphs or unless a request for an
extension of time in which to file a petition is filed within the
time specified for filing a petition and conforms to Rule 17-
103.070, Florida Administrative Code. Upon timely filling of a
petition or a request for an extension of time this permit
amendment will not be effective until further Order of the
Department.

When the Order (Permit Amendment) is final, any party to the
Order has the right to seek judicial review of the Order pursuant
to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes, by the filing of a Notice of
Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellant
Procedure, with the Clerk of the Department in the Office of
General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400; and by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal
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accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate
district Court of Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be flled
within 30 days from the date the Final Order is filed with the
Clerk of the Department.

This amendment letter must be attached to and becomes a part of
air operation permit number A029-179911. If you have any
guestions, pleas= contact George Richardson in the Air Permlttlng
Section at (813)744-6100, Ext. 105.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

A%, Dr. Rlchard D. Garrlty, Ph.D.
Director of District Management

Southwest DlStrlCt

3804 Coconut Palm Drive
Tampa, FL 33619-8318
(813)744-6100

cc: J. Reynolds, DEP
EPCHC

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated Deputy Department Clerk hereby
certifies that this Notice of Permit Amendment and all coples

were mailed by certified mail before the close of business on
© MAY 12 8385 to the listed persons.

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

FILED, on this date, pursuant to Paragraph 120.52(11), Floriqa—
Statutes, with the designated Deputy Department Clerk, receipt of
which is hereby acknowledged

; . "’\‘ .

/ i '

) )-Q(p‘ul&zﬁm(j Q/ka/(_,é]’g/ HAY 12 1935
£lerk ‘ Date




Florida Deparitment of Environmental Regulation

Southwest District ® 4520 Oak Fair Boulevard ® Tampa, Florida 33610-7347 @ 813-623-5561

Bob Martinez, Governor Dalz Twachtmann, Secretary John Shearer. Assistant Secretary
Dr. Richard Garnity, Depury Assistant Slccrcury
PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Tampa Electric Company ' Permit No: A029-179912
P.O0. Box 111 County: Hillsborough © Tesuad
Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 11/21/95 uile

Project: Big Bend Station
Unit No., 2
/

This permit is issued under the provisicns of Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-2 & 17-4. The
above named permittee is hereby authorized to perform the work or
operate the facility shown on the application and approved drawing(s),
plans and other documents, attached hereto or on file with the
department and made a part hereof and specifically described as
follows:

For the operation of a 3,996 MM Btu/hr. coal fired steam generator
designated as Unit No. 2 at the Big Bend Station. This "wet" bottom
boiler was manufactured by Riley-Stoker and is an opposed-fired turbo
boiler. Particulate matter emissions generated during the operation
of the unit are controlled by a dry electrostatic precipitator
manufactured by Western Precipitator, Division, Joy Manufacturing
Corporation.

Location: Big Bend Road, Ruskin

UTM: 17-361.9 E 3075.0 N NEDS NO: 0039 Point ID: 02

Replaces Permit No.: A029-66329

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 1 of 7.
Recaclec _-;’“ Paper



PERMITTEE: DERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179912
P.O. Box 111 County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601 Expliration Date: 11/21/95
Project: Big Bend Station
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 2

1. A part of this permit is the attached 15 General Conditions.

2. Except as provided in specific condition #5; the particulate
matter emission rate for this source shall not exceed 0.1 pound per
million Btu heat input, over a two hour average.

[Rule 17-2.600(5) (a)2., F.A.C.].

3. Except as provided in spacific condition #5; visible =2missions
fiom this source shall net excred 20% opaclty except for —ne six-

minute period per hour during which opacity shall not exceed 27%.
[Rule 17-2.600(5) (a)l., F.A.C.].

4. Big Bend Station Units 1, 2, and 3, in total, shall not emit more
than 31.5 tons per hour of sulfur dioxide on a three hour average, but
in no case to exceed a two hour average emission of 6.5 pounds of
sulfur dioxide per million Btu heat input. Units 1, 2, and 3, in
total, shall not emit more than 25 tons per hour of sulfur dioxide on
a 24 hour average. [Rule 17-2.600(5) (a)3.b.(ii), F.A.C.].

5. Excess Emissions:

A. Excess emissions from existing fossil fuel steam generators
resulting from startup or shutdown are permitted provided
that best operational practices to minimize emissions are
adhered to and the duration of excess emissions are
minimized. [Rule 17-2.250(2), F.A.C.].

B. Excess emissions resulting from boiler cleaning (soot
blowing) and load change are permitted provided that the
duration of such excess emissions shall not exceed 3 hours
in any 24-hour period and visible emissions shall not exceed
60% opacity, and providing (a) best operational practices to
minimize emissions are adhered to and (b) the duration of
the excess emissions are minimized. Visible emissions above
60% opacilty are allowed for not more than 4, six-minute
periods, during the 3-hour period of excess emissions
allowed by part B. of this specific condition. Particulate
matter emissions shall not exceed an average of 0.3 pound
per million Btu heat input during the 3-hour period of
excess emissions allowed by part B. of this specific
condition. [Rule 17-2.250(3), F.A.C.].

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 2 of 7.



PERMITTEE: ' PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179912
P.O. Box 111 A County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601. Expiration Date: 11/21/95
Project: Big Bend Station
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 2
C. Excess emissions resulting from malfunctions® are permitted

providing (a) best operational practices to minimize
emissions are adhered to and (b) the duration of excess
emissions are minimized but in no case exceed two hours in
any 24 hour period unless specifically authorized by the
Department of Environmental Regulation for longer duration.
frule 17-2.250(1), F.A.C.].

D. Excess emissions which are caused entirely or in part by
poor maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or
process failure which may reasonably be prevented during
startup, shutdown, or malfunction is prohibited.

[Rule 17-2.250(4), F.A.C.].

In case of excess emissions resulting from malfunctions, Tampa
Electric Company shall notify the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County in accordance with Rule 17-4.130, F.A.C. A
full written report on the malfunctions shall be submitted in a
quarterly report, if requested. [Rule 17-2.250(6), F.A.C.].

6. This source shall be stack tested for particulate matter and
visible emissions, under both sootblowing and non-sootblowing
operation conditions, at intervals of 12 months from the date of
December 31, 1990, or within a 90 day period prior to that annual
date. A test under sootblowing conditions which demonstrates
compliance with a non-sootblowing emission limitation will be accepted
as proof of compliance with that non-sootblowing emission limitation.
The visible emissions DER Method No. 9 test period for this source
shall be at least 60 minutes in duration. Visible emissions testing
shall be conducted simultaneously with particulate matter testing
unless visible emissions testing is not required. 1In situations where
DER Method No. 9 visible emissions testing is not possible during
particulate matter testing, such as under overcast days, independent
visible emissions testing may be performed at a later date within but
not more than 5 days. Reasons for non-simultaneous testing must be
provided in the test report. Testing procedures shall be consistent
with the requirements of Rule 17-2.700, F.A.C. A copy of the test
data shall be submitted to both the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County and the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation within 45 days of such testing.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 3 of 7.



. PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Tampa Electric Company Permit No: A029-179912
P.0. Box 111 County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 11/21/95
' Project: Big Bend Station
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: " Unit No. 2

7. This source shall be stack tested for sulfur dioxide at intervals -
of 12 months from the date of December 31, 1990, or within a 90 day
period prior to that annual date. Testing procedures shall be
consistent with the requirements of Rule 17-2.700, F.A.C. A copy of
the test data shall be submitted to both the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County and the Florida Department of
Environmental Requlation within 45 days of such testing.

8. Compliance testing for particulate matter emissions and visible
emissions may be conducted either: (a) without fly ash re-injection
occurring, or (b) while fly ash collected by the precipitator is being
re-injected into the boiler at a rate which is representative of the
maximum anticipated fly ash re-injection rate. If the most recent
particulate and visible emissions compliance tests were conducted
without fly ash re-injection occurring, and fly ash re-injection
occurs for any reason other than a malfunction, then the results from
new particulate and visible emissions compliance tests conducted while
fly ash collected by the precipitator is being re-injected into the
boiler at a rate which is representative of the maximum anticipated
fly ash re-injection rate shall be submitted to the Department of
Environmental Regulation and the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County within 60 days of the date that such fly ash
re-injection occurred. The Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County may, for good cause shown, grant an extension of
the 60 day time limit on a case by case basis.

[Rule 17-4.070(3), F.A.C.].

9. Compliance with the SO, emission standards set forth by Specific
Condition #4 shall be demonstrated by:

A. Conducting an annual stack test, using an approved DER
- Method, with a fuel analysis for the coal burned to show
compllance with the two hour standard of 6.5 pounds of
sulfur dioxide per million Btu heat input.

B. Not charging the fuel bunkers of units 1 through 3 with any
coal with a composite sulfur content that would produce
emissions greater than 6.5 pounds of sulfur dioxide per
million Btu heat input to show continuing compliance with
the two hour standard. This can be accomplished in part by
blending various grades of coal on-site prior to charging
into the fuel bunkers located in the tripper room.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 4 of 7.



PERMITTEE:

Tampa Electric Company
P.O. Box 111

Tampa, FL 33601

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Permit No: 2A029-179912
County: Hillsborough

Expiration Date: 11/21/95

Project: Big Bend Station

Unit No. 2 .

C. Daily composite fuel sampling and analysis to show
compliance with the emission cap for units 1 through 3 of 25
tons of sulfur dioxide per hour on a 24 hour average. The :
following equation shall be used:

(1) (1) (ii1) (iv) (V) (vi)
#S 2 4502 HHMBTU MWH tens 802
802 = ——=—- X —————- X ~===-= 95 X ~=-= X —==-———=
MMBTU #S MWH day 2000 1lbs. SO2
Where: (i) - comes from the daily fuel anaiysis
(ii) - conversion factor
(iii)- heat rate from the previous month heat rate
calculation
(iv) - conversion factor describing percent S in the coal

that is converted to gaseous S02
(reference 6/25/76 DER-TECO stipulation)
(v) - daily generation from station logs

(vi) - conversion factor

This equation shall be used and the calculations completed
for each of the units 1 through 3. This information shall
be submitted to the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County and the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation on a quarterly basis no later than
45 days following the calendar quarter. If an exceedance of
this standard occurs, then the permittee shall report this
event to the Department of Environmental Regulation and the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
within 24 hours of the determination.

D. Adhering to the study, previously submitted, that
demonstrates by statistical analysis, that the 31.5 tons of
SO02 per hour on a three hour average is being met. This
study provides reasonable assurance that a daily sample can
be used to demonstrate compliance with the 3 hour emission

cap.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 5 of 7.



PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Tampa Electric Company _ Permit No: A029-179912
P.0. Box 111 County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 11/21/95
Project: Big Bend Station

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 2

10. The maximum permitted heat input rate for this source is 3,996
million Btu per hour. Approved compliance testing of emissions shall
- be conducted within +10% of the maximum permitted heat input rate,
when practicable. Testing may be conducted at less than 90% of the
maximum permitted heat input rate; however, if so6, the maximum
permitted heat input rate is automatically amended to be equal to the
test heat input rate. If the maximum permitited heat input rate for
this source is exceeded by more than 10%, compliance testing shall be
performed within 60 days of initiation of the higher rate and the
results of the tests shall be submitted to the Department of
Environmental Regulation and the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County. The Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County may, for good cause shown, grant an extension of
the 60 day time limit on a case by case basis. Acceptance of said
test will automatically amend the maximum permitted heat input rate to
be equal to the test heat input rate. Emission limitations are not
automatically adjusted above the allowable levels established by the
permit and/or the design process rate. The actual heat input rate

. shall be specified in each test report. Failure to submit the actual
heat input rate, or operation at conditions during testing which do
not reflect normal operating conditions may invalidate the test and
fail to provide reasonable assurance of compllance

[Rule 17-4.070(3), F.A.C.].

11. Tampa Electric Company shall notify the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County at least 15 days prior to the date
on which each formal compliance test is to begin of the date, time,
and place of each such test, and the test contact person who will be

- responsible for coordinating and having such test conducted for the
owner. The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
may waive the 15 day notice requirement on a case by case basis.
[Rule 17-2.700(2)(a)9., F.A.C.].

12. A continuous monitoring system to determine in-stack opacity from

this source shall be calibrated, operated and maintained in accordance
with Rule 17-2.710(1), F.A.C.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 6 of 7.



PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION

Tampa Electric Company ' Permit No: A029-179912

P.O. Box 111 County: Hillsborough

Tampa, FL 33601 Expiration Date: 11/21/95
Project: Big Bend Station

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Unit No. 2

13. Tampa Electric Company shall submit to both the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation and the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County a written report of
emissions in excess of the emission limiting standards as set forth in
Rule 17-2.600(5) for each calendar quarter. The nature and cause of
the excessive emissions shall be explained. This report does not
relieve Tampa Electric Company of the legal liability for violations.
All r=corded data shall be maintained on file for a pericd of at least

2 ye~:us. The information suppli:d in this report shall be consistent
with vhe reporting requirements of 40 CFR 51 Appendix P. '"The report

shall be submitted within 30 days following each calendar quarter.
[Rules 17-2.710(1), 17-2.710(2), and 17-4.070(3), F.A.C.].

14. Submit for this facility, each calendar year, on or before March
1, an emission report for the preceding calendar year containing the
following information pursuant to Subsection 403.061(13), Florida
Statutes: :

(A) Annual amount of materials and/or fuels utilized.

(B) Annual emissions (note calculation basis).

(C) ~ Any changes in the information contained in the permit

application.

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County and the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation shall each receive a
copy of this report.

15. Issuance of this permit does not relieve the permittee from
complying with applicable emission limiting standards or other
requirements of Chapter 17-2, or any other requirements under federal,
state, or local law. [Rule 17-2.210, F.A.C.]. -

16. Four applications to renew this operating permit shall be
submitted to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County by - September 22, 1995.

[Rules 17-4.050(2) and 17-4.090(1), F.A.C.].

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL KEGULATION

At

Rlchard Garrity
uty Assi tant Secretary

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 7 of 7.



1SSION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900- 9TH AVENUE
Pg&%%%%iﬁgﬁy TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605
S B TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
J LRI s FAX (813) 272-5157
JIM NORMAN AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ED TURANCHIK TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
SANDRA WILSON

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
E TVE DIRECTOR WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

¥t snoppygy couvt

ROGERP. STEWART _ ; TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104
MEMORANDUM g 2 199
BUREAU OF
A
DATE: September 30, 1996 IR REGULATION
TO: John Brown, P.E., FDEP
FROM:%?\\ ichard C. Kirby, IV, P.E. THRU: Jerry Campbell, P.E.

SUBJECT: Tampa Electric Company, Big Bend Station Title V

The referenced application has been reviewed by EPC engineering
staff. A facility inspection was performed on September 16, 1996.
Marty Costello of your office was present during most of the
inspection. Based on our review and inspection offer the following
comments:

1. The sulfur dioxide standards for Units #1, 2, and 3 in Rule
62-296.405(1) (c)2.b., F.A.C., are not practically enforceable.

The multiple standards refer to a group limit of 31.5 TPH on

a 3-hour average not to exceed a 6.5 pounds per MMBTU over two
hours, and finally a 25 TPH limitation on all three units for

a 24-hour average. There is no reasonable way for our
inspectors to determine compliance with  the convoluted

L standards, and consequently they would fail any PTE or
-~¢ : practically enforceable test. We acknowledge these are in the
‘ SIP and did somehow get approved by the EPA over a decade ago.
Criteria for standards was different then and we believe Title

V anticipated this type of cleanup. We also understand that

Title V is not a program for promulgating new standards.

! However, because these standards are unenforceable and can not
! be put in a Title V permit, we strongly recommend that they be
converted (not strengthened or weakened) to an enforceable
| form. Since all these units have CEMs, perhaps we should look
! for a2 pound per MMBTU over a set averaging time as reported by
! their continuous instrumentation. TECO Could drop the less
; - effective annual stack testing and fuel sampllng programs, and
| the public would be better protected.
‘ _
|
|
|
|
|

2. Oﬁ'June 6, 1994 during an EPC inspection, a:ship repair
facility (GC Serv1ces, a TECO Transport Company)  was found
operating along side the Big Bend Station coal yard. TECO
previously ewrovided information regarding this operation

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer ‘ ; Printed on recycled paper



John Brown, P.E., FDEP
September 30, 1996
Page 2

10.

following an inspection done on December 6, 1994. During that
inspection, EPC was informed that the operations would be
included in the Title V application and permit for the power
plant. That information is not included.

TECO should make a statement of the method(s) used for
demonstration compliance for each applicable rule requirement
per 40 CFR 70.5(c) (9)ii and Rule 62-213.420(3) (9).

40 CFR 75 requires CEM data to be reported quarterly to the
Administrator (EPA). Since EPC is the 1lead agency in
determining compliance, we request that this same data be
supplied to our office.

TECO has requested that compliance with emissions limits be
demonstrated through CEM data or fuel analyses, and that this
take the place of stack testing. EPC supports the use of CEMs
for compliance demonstration. We do not have the same comfort
level with fuel sampling. This is based on the variable
nature of fuels, i.e., coal from multiple sources, and pet
coke. In addition, we do not have a method for auditing fuel
sampling, therefore we do not have assurance on fuel analysis
testing. ,

TECO has classified fuel handling as one emission unit. They
are currently trying several alternate fuels at their

facilities. These will have different potential emissions.
Because of this, it is important to differentiate between the
different solid fuels. There should be a throughput

limitation based on the type of fuel and supporting
calculations. The coal headed for the Polk County facility
should be included as well.

During our inspection, significant fugitive emissions were
observed coming from Big Bend #2 furnace. TECO should explain
corrective actions and provide a maintenance plan to address
fugitives from this unit as well as the other three in the
future.

TECO is currently adding ammonia and SO; to flue gases. These
processes should be thoroughly explained and the effects on
emissions quantified. '

TECO uses molten sulfur to generate S0O; for flue gas
conditioning. They should fully describe the storage,
process, and units, quantify emissions, and explain why no
permit was obtained prior to installation of the system.

Multiple emission points are grouped as a single emission unit
in the application for some operations (i.e., coal vyard,
gypsum handling, etc.). Since each emission point will
require testing it is to our advantage and TECO's to list each



John Brown, P.E., FDEP
September 30, 1996

Page 3
emission point separately as an emission unit. Our current
record keeping system, ARMS, allows input of a certain test
only once per emission unit. For example, we would only be
able to enter one Method 9 for the coal yard when there are
multiple drop points requiring testing. From TECO's

11.

bm

standpoint a VE violation at one drop point would put the
entire coal yard in violation if it is listed as one unit. It
should also be noted that the emission units, as grouped by
TECO in the application, do not match the units currently
listed in ARMS.

Rule 1-3.63{(c), Rules of the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County limits emissions from fossil
fuel steam generators to 1.1 pound S0, per million Btu heat
input when 1liquid fuel is burned. Since the application
includes the burning of used oil and non-hazardous boiler
chemical cleaning waste. TECO should provide assurance that
the above standard will be met while burning these liquid
fuels. :
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BEFORE THE STATE OF FLORIDA i, e
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION-:,,,
Rl PVME
b ¥

.IN RE: TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY )
BIG BEND STATION UNIT 4 )
MODIFICATION OF CONDITIONS ) DEP CASE NO. PA 79-12D
OF CERTIFICATION PA 79-12 ) OGC CASE NC. 54-0914
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA )

)

FINAL ORDER MODIFYING
CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

On August 17, 1981, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting.as
the Siting Board; issued a final order approvihg certification
for Tampa Electric Company’s (TECO’s) Big Bend Station Unit 4.
That certification order approved the construction and .
operation of a 486 MW (gross) coal-fired facility and
associated facilities located in Hillsborough County, Florida.

On January 30, 1995 and March 6, 1995, TECO filed a
request to modify the conditions of certification pursuant to
Section 403.516(1) (b), Florida Statutes. TECOlrequested that
the conditions be modified to approve chéﬁges to the Conditions
of Certification for the continuous emission requirements
necessary to implement in plant modification of flue gas
treatment systems and operation. These proposed changes allow
treatment of flue gas from Unit 3 in the Unit 4 FGD scrubbers.

Copies of TECO’s proposed modification were distributed to
all parties to the certification proceeding and made available
for public réview. On April 7, 1995, Notice of Proposed
Modification of power plant certification was published in the
Florida Administrative Weekly. As of April 3, 1995, all

parties to the original proceeding had received copies of the



intent to modify. The notice specified that a hearing would
be held if a pérty to the original certification hearing |
objects within 45 days from receipt of the proposed notice of
modification or if a person whose substantial interests will be
affected by the proposed modification objects in writing within
30 days after issuance of the public notice. Written
objections to the proposed modifications were not feceived by
the Department. Accordingly, in the absence of any timely
objection, |

IT IS ORDERED:

The proposed changes to TECO Big Bend Station as described
in the January 30, 1995, and March 6, 1995, requests for
modification are APPROVED. Pursuant to Section 403.516(1) (b),
F.S., the conditions of certification for the TECO Big Bend

Station are MODIFIED as follows:
Condition I.B. Air Monitoring Pfogram

1. The permittee shall install and operate continuousty
monitoring devices for the Unit 4 boiler exhausts for sulfur 2§b
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide, and K§>[Q'
opacity. The monitoring devices shall meet the applicable |

requirements of Section 3?-2+-685;-FA€ 62-214, F.A.C., 40 CFR

60.47a., and 40 CFR 75. The opacity monitor shall be placed %g 47

in the duct work between the electrostatic precipitator and

~the FGD scrubber.




a. When Units 3 and 4 are operating in the integrated

mode (Unit 3 flue gases routed through the Unit 4 FGD system),

the continuous me:itoring system will measure sulfur dioxide

emissions at the inlet and outlet of the Unit 4 FGD svstem and

from the Uni'. 3 stack, while emissions of nitrogen oxides,

oxygen and/or carbon dioxide, and opacity shall be measured in

the Unit 4 duct vwrior to the FGD system.

b. When Units 3 and 4 are not operating in the

inteqrated mode, the continuous monitoring system will measure

only Unit 4’s inlet duct and stack for SO, emissions. The

emissions of nitrogen oxides, oxygen and/or carbon dioxide,

and opacity shall be measured in the Unit 4 duct prior to the

FGD svysten.

Any party to this Notice has the right to seek judicial
review of the Order pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida
Statutes, by the filing of Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the clerk of
the Department of Environmental Protection in the Office of
General Counsel, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida

32399-2400; and by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal



accompanied by thes applicable filing fees with the appropriate

District Court of Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be filed

within 30 days from the date that the Final Order is filed

with the Department of Environmental Protection.

DONE AND ENTERED this g day of June, 1995 in

Tallahassee, Florida.

* FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant to S120.52
Florida Statutes, with the designated
Department Clerk, receipt of which

hereby acknowledged.
> Llalag
W‘r = Clerk ' Date

STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

VIRGINIA E. WETHERELL
SECRETARY
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard

Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

. Pol
was sent by U.S. Mail to the following this / §> ~ day of
June, 1995.
Lawrenc=2 N. Curtin, Esq. Karen Brodeen, Esdg.
Holland & Knight Department of Community Affairs
P.0. Drawer 810 2740 Centerview Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32302 Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100
Martin D. Hernandez, Esq. Greg Nelson, P.E.
Southwest Florida Water Tampa, Electric Company

Management District P.O0. Box 111

2379 Broad Street Tampa, FL 33601-0111
Brooksville, FL 34609-6899
Michael Palecki Sara M. Fotopulos, Esq.
Division of Legal Services Environmental Protection
Public Service Commission Comm. of Hillsborough Co.
101 East Gaines Street 1900 Ninth Avenue
Fletcher Building,Room 212 Tampa, FL 33605

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Vs e Tt T

Charles” T "Chip" Collette
Department of Environmental
Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400
(904) 488-9314

Attorney for the Department



Florida Departmef{t of

Memorandum v Environmental PI’jOtGCtiO'II

TO: Howa rd Rhodes

THROUGH: Clair Fancy

A

A. A. Linero
FROM: Cleve Hollada)kg\r@l%t
DATEZ_ March 19, 1996

SUBJECT:  Florida Power Corporation- Crystal River Salt Drift Study,
PA 77-09, PSD-FL-007 '

Attached for your review and signature is a letter approving the discontinuation of the
FPC Crystal River salt drift monitoring study. This study was required in the original PSD permit
for Crystal River Units No. 4 and 5 to monitor the impacts of the cooling towers associated with
these units. Fourteen years of monitoring data have been collected and analyzed by FPC. The
specific condition requiring this study also provides for its reduction or elimination if no
significant impacts are occurring to the surrounding area due to salt drift from these cooling
towers. Based on the information provided by FPC and a site visit conducted by department
personnel on January 23, 1996, it appears that this condition has been satisfied.

I recommend your approval and signature.

CHF/ch/h




BEST AVAILABLE COPY
Department of

Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 . : Secretary -

March 20, 1996

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. W. Jeffrey Pardue, Director
Environmental Services Department H2G
Florida Power Corporation

Post Office Box 14042

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Re: Crystal River Salt Drift Study
PA 77-09, PSD-FL-007

Dear Mr. Pardue:

The Department has reviewed the recent status reports and your
requests to discontinue the salt drift impact study in the vicinity
of the Florida Power Corporation (FPC) Crystal River Power Plant.
Based on the information provided to the Department and the site
visit conducted by department personnel on January 23, the
Department has concluded that damage to nearby vegetation has
occurred primarily due to natural phenomena rather than by salt
drift from the plant.

The Department considers Specific Condition 5 (Ambient
Monitoring) of the PSD permit modification. dated November 30, 1988
to have been fulfilled. In accordance with Specific Condition S.c.,
the Department approves the elimination of the monitoring program
contingent on no objections in the next thirty days from EPA.

Please note that the plant is still required to monitor particulate
matter from the cooling towers.

We have supplied EPA with & copy of all the correspondence
related to this intended action. Please note that the authority to
eliminate the program applies only to the PSD permit and not to the
Site Certification. The parties to the original certification were
advised directly and through the notice published in the Florida
Administrative Weekly of FPC’s request.

“Protect. Conserve and Manage fioide's Snveunment and Neotera! fesou-cos

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. W. Jeffrey Pardue

March 20, 1996

Page Two _

Crystal River Salt Drift Study
PA 77-09, PSD-FL-007

. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call
Mr. Cleve Holladay at (904)488-1344 or Trudie Bell at (904)921-9886.

Sincerely,

Hn AL,

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources
‘Management

HLR/aal/1l

cc: Winston Smith, EPA
- John Bunyak, NPS

Hamilton Oven, DEP
Trudie Bell, DEP
Bill Thomas, SWD



Florida Department of

Memorandum Environmental Protection

TO: C. H. Fancy, PE.
A. A Linero, PE.

FROM:  Ed Svec /ﬁ,{ -
DATE: February 16, 1996
SUBJECT: Municipal Solid Waste Landfills - Summary of Subpart Cc and NSPS

Subpart WWW

Subpart Cc - Municipal Solid Waste Landfills - Emission Guidelines and Compliance
Times

A municipal solid waste (MSW) landfill is defined as the entire disposal facility in a contiguous
space where household waste is placed in or on the jand. The landfill may also accept other types
of RCRA Subtitle D waste, be privarely or publicly owned and separated by access roads. The
existing facilities have commenced construction/reconstruction/modification before May 30, 1991
However, any changes to the MSW landfill solely to comply with emission guidelines to these
facilities are not considered a modification or reconstruction and will not subject the facility to
Subpart WWW.

Emission Guidelines The MSW landfill must have accepted waste anytime since 11/8/87 or have
additional capacity, have a design capacity of 2.5 million megagrams (Mg) or 2.5 million cubic
meters, and a non-methane organic compound (NMOC) emission rate of greater than or equal to
50 Mg/ yr. 10 be subject 10 the emission guidelines. If subject to the guidelines, a collection and
control system must be installed . The control can be an open flare, a 98% by weight reduction of
the NMOC or an enclosed combustor not exceeding 20 ppm as hexane by volume on a dry basis
at 3% oxygen at its discharge.

Compliance Times Planning, awarding contracts and installation of the collection and control

. equipment must begin within 30 months after the effective date of the state emission standards. If
the facility is below 30 mg/yr. NMOC on the effective date, installation must begin within 30
months after the date where NMOC equal or exceed 50 Mg/yr.

Subpart WWW . Standards for Air Emissions From Municipal Solid Waste Landfills

MSW landfills which have a capacity less than 2.5 million Mg or 2.5 million cubic meters shall
submit an initial design capacity report. If they are not a major source for Part 70 or locared at a



Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
Page 2 of 4

major source, they are not subject to the standard and do not require permitting under Part 70. If
the landfill increases size, an amended design capacity report must be submitted. Landfills with
capacities greater than or equal to 2.5 million Mg or cubic meters are subject to Part 70
permitting and must calculate their NMOC emission rate annually.

If the NMOC emission rate is less than 50 Mg/yr., an annual emissions report is submitted and the
NMOC rate is recalculated annually until it is either greater than or equal to 50 Mg/yr. or the
landfill is closed.

If the NMOC rate is greater than or equal to 50 Mg/yr., a collection and control system must be
installed. The svstem design plan must be submitted within one year. Svstem installation must
begin within 18 months of the design plan submittal. The collection svsiem can be either active
(requires fans or blowers to remove the gas) or passive (relies on the pressure in the cell to move
the gas). Control can be a flare, a device which reduces the mass 98% by weight or an enclosed
combustion device which reduces the mass by 98% or 2 ppm volume dry basis at 3% oxygen. If
the gas is collected for resale or reuse, all vent emissions must comply with these standards.

The system can be capped or removed when the landfill no longer accepts waste and is
permanently closed, the collection and control system has operated a minimum of 15 years and the
NMOC rate is less than 50 Mg/yr. on three successive test dates no less than 90 or more than 180
days apart.

Operational Standards For Collection and Control Sysiems A collection and control system will
be operated for areas or cells with waste placed for 3 or more years if active or 2 or more vears if
closed or at final grade. The collection svstem will be operated under negative pressure at the
well heads. Well heads in the interior of the cell or area will be operated at gas temperatures
below 55°C and extracted gases having either nitrogen less than 20% or oxygen less than or equal
to 5%. The collection system will be operated such that methane levels are below 500 ppm
-around the penmeter of the collection area. All collected gas is to be vented to the control system
and the control system is to be operated at all times collected gas is routed to it.

Test Methods and Procedures Formulas are provided to calculate the NMOC emission rate.
The two formulas are for either known or unknown waste acceptance rates and non-degradables
can be subtracted if documentation is provided. Tier 1 compares the result of the equation with
the standard. If the result is less than 50 Mg/yr., submit an emissions report and recalculate
annually. If greater than or equal to 50 MG/yr., install the collection and control system as
prescribed or go to Tier 2.

Tier 2 determines the actual NMOC concentration in the landfill. Two probes are installed per
hectare and two samples are collected from every probe. Samples are analyzed using Method
25C or Method 18. The average concentration is substituted for the default value in the equation
and the NMOC rate is recalculated. If the value is greater than or equal to 50 Mg/yr., install the
collection and control system or go to Tier 3. If not, submit the emission rate report and retest
the site specific NMOC concentrations every five years.



Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
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In Tier 3 a site specific methane generation rate is determined using Method 2E and the
previously collected samples. Substitute this value for the default value in the formulas and
recalculate. If greater than or equal to 50 Mg/yr. NMOC, install the collection and control
system. If less than 50, submit the emission report and recalculate annually. The methane test is
performed once and this value is used in all future calculations.

Another equation is provided to calculate the NMOC emission rate after the collection and
control system is installed. This equation is used to determine when the system can be removed.
The NMOC emission rate will be compared to the PSD major source and significance levels. If
controlled, the post installation equation is used. '

Performance tests using Method 25 or Method 18 are used to determine the 98% reduction or 20
ppm requirements. An addiuonal equation is provided to calculate efficiency.

Compliance Provisions Equations are provided 1o calculate the maximum gas flow rate. Using
this flow rate, the collection system must be designed to extract and control gas from all portions
of the landfill. This is accomplished by keeping a negative pressure at the well heads (gauged
monthly). If negative pressure cannot be maintained without air infiltration within 15 days, the
system must be expanded within 120 days: Air infiltration is determined by monitoring well head
temperature and oxygen or nitrogen levels. Additional wells will be installed within 60 days in 1.)
active cells after waste has been in place for 5 or more years and 2.) closed or cells at final grade
for 2 or more years.

To show compliance with the surface methane standard of 500 ppm. the entire perimeter of the
coliection area is monitored quarterly (take background concentrations upwind and downwind
outside the landfill boundaries). The surface monitoring is performed 5 to 10 cm. above ground
surface.

If there is an exceedance of the 500 ppm standard, the location of the exceedance must be marked
on a site map. Within 10 days, repairs to the landfili cover or vacuum adjustment must be
performed and the area must be rechecked within 10 days. If there are three excellencies in a
quarter, new well(s) or a collection device must be installed within 120 days. If the area is in
compliance after the recheck, monitor the area for one month from the date of the exceedance. In
addition, a program must be established to monitor cover integrity and implement repairs on a
monthly basis.

Monitoring of Operations Sample ports and a thermometer will be instaiied at each well head.
Monthly pressure measurements, nitrogen or oxygen levels and temperature readings wiil be
recorded. Enclosed combustors will be equipped with a continuous temperaiure recorder and a
gas flow rate measuring device which records flow every 15 minutes. Open flares will have a
pilot light sensor and a gas flow recorder which records flow every 15 minutes. Other devices
can be used after submitting proper operating, performance and monitoring procedures.
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Methane concentrations must be monitored quarterly at closed landfills. If there are no
exceedances for three quarters, the annual monitoring can be skipped. Any exceedence returns
the landfill to quarterly monitoring. :

Reporting Requirements  An initial design capacity report will be submitted 90 dayvs from the
issuance of a construction or operating permit or 30 days from the date of construction.
reconstruction or initial acceptance of solid waste. The report will contain a site map or plot and
the initial design capacity. The report will be amended within 90 days of the issuance of any
permit which increases landfill capacity.

Initial and annual NMOC emission rate reports must be submitted. They will contain the emission
rate, data calculations and measurements used in determining the emission rate. These reports
will be submitted until a collection and control system has been installed, in operation and in
compliance.

A collection and control system design plan will be submitted within one vear of the first report
where emissions exceed 50 Mg/yr.

A closure report will be submitted within 30 days of waste acceptance cessation.

An equipment removal report will be submitted 30 days prior to the removal or cessation of
operation of control equipment.

Annual reports of the recorded information form the collection system are required. The initial
report is due within 180 days of installation and startup and shall include the initial performance
report.

Record Keeping Requirements Records of the maximum design capacity, current amount of
waste in-place, and the year-by-year acceptance rate will be kept for at least 5 years. The initial
performance test will be kept for the life of the control equipment and subsequent tests and
monitoring records will be kept for 5 years. Continuous records of equipment operating
parameters will be kept for 5 years. A plot map showing each existing and planned collector in
the system will be kept. Records of all exceedences from the collection and control system will be
kept for 5 years.

Specifications For Active Collection Svstems Active collection wells, collectors or other
extraction devices will be designed by a professional engineer and will achieve comprehensive
control of all gas producing areas and surface gas emissions. Gas collection systems will be
constructed of nonporus corrosion resistant materials of suitable dimensions to convey the
projected flow, withstand vehicle traffic and other forces. The system shall extend to comply with
all emission and migration standards. Gas moving equipment shall be sized to handle the
maximum gas generation flow rate expected over its intended use period.

ES/kt
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 76

[AD-FRL-5666-1]

RIN 2060-AF48

Acid Rain Program; Nitrogen Oxides
Emission Reduction Program

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action promulgates
standards for the second phase of the
Nitrogen Oxides Reduction Program
under Title IV of the Clean Air Act
(“CAA” or “the Act”) by establishing
nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission
limitations for certain coal-fired electric
utility units and revising NOx emission
limitations for others as specified in
section 407 (b)(2) of the Act. The
emission limitations will reduce the
serious adverse effects of NOx emissions
on human health, visibility, ecosystems,
and materials.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 19, 1996.
ADDRESSES: Docket. Docket No. A-95-
28, containing information considered
during development of the promulgated
standards, is available for public
inspection and copying between 8:30
a.m. and 3:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, at EPA’s Air Docket Section
(LE-131), Waterside Mall, Room M 1500,
1st Floor, 401 M Street, SW,
Washington, DC 20460. A reasonable fee
may be charged for copying.
Background information document.
The background information document
containing responses to public
comments on the proposed standards
may be obtained from the docket. Please
refer to “Phase Il Nitrogen Oxides
Emission Reduction Program—Response
to Comments Document’".

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Peter Tsirigotis, Source Assessment
Branch, Acid Rain Divisian (6204]), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M Street S.W., Washington, DC 20460
(202-233-9620).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Regulated Entities

Entities regulated by this action are
electric service providers that run or
operate coal-fired electric utility boilers
including dry bottom wall-fired and
tangentially fired boilers (Group 1) and
certain other boiler types including
boilers applying cell-burner technology,
cyclone boilers, wet bottom boilers, and
other types of coal-fired boilers (Group
2). Regulated entities and boilers
include:

Regulated Entities Regulated Boilers

Electric Service Pro-
viders.

Dry bottom wall-fired.

Tangentially fired.

Cell Burners.

Cyclones (larger than
155 MWe).

Vertically fired.

Wet bottoms (larger
than 65 MWe).

This table is not intended to represent
a definitive enumeration of all existing
and future entities regulated by this
action. Rather, its intent is to provide a
general guide for readers and to list
entities that EPA is now aware will be
regulated by this action. Other types of
entities not listed in the table could also
be regulated. To determine whether
your (facility, company, business,
organization, etc.) is regulated by this
action, you should carefully examine
the applicability criteria in §§72.6 and
76.1 of title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations. If you have questions
regarding the applicability of this action
to a particular entity, consult the person
named in the preceding ‘“For Further
Information Contact” section.

The information in this preamble is
organized as follows:

I. Rule Background

A. Purpose of Acid Rain NOx Emission
Reduction Program

B. Summary of Final Rule

1. NOx Standards Promulgated by this Rule

2. Ratjonale for Revising Group 1 NOx
Emission Limits and Environmental Impact
of Group 2 NOx Emission Limits

II. Public Participation

III. Summary of Major Comments and
Responses

A. Phase II, Group 1 Boiler NOx Emission
Limits

1. Boiler Population Used to Assess NOx
Emission Limits

2. Time Period/Averaging Basis Used to
Evaluate Performance of Low NOx Burner
Technology

3. Analysis Method Used to Establish
Reasonably Achievable Emission Limitations
for Phase II, Group 1 Bollers
. Percentile Used to Define Achievability
. Group 2 Boiler NOx Emission Limits
. Cost Comparability and Its Basis
. Cost Comparison Methodology
. Retrofit Nature of Group 2 Controls
Group 2 Boiler Size Exemption
Cyclone Builer NOx Controls
. Wet Bottom Boiler NOx Controls
. Vertically Fired Boiler NOx Controls
. Cell Burner Boiler NOx Controls
. Revision of Proposed Group 2 Boller
NOx Emission Limits

C. Compliance Issues

D. Title IV NOx Program's Relationship to
Title I and NOx Trading Issues

IV. Administrative Requirements

A. Docket

B. Executive Order 12866

C. Unfunded Mandates Act

© 00U AW DS

D. Paperwork Reduction Act

E. Regulatory Flexibility Act

F. Submission to Congress and the General
Accounting Office

G. Miscellaneous

I. Rule Background

A. Purpose of Acid Rain NOx Emission
Reduction Program

The primary purpose of the Acid Rain
NOx Emission Reduction Program is to
reduce the multiple adverse effects of
the oxides of nitrogen, a family of highly
reactive gaseous compounds that
contribute to air and water pollution, by
substantially reducing annual emissions
from coal-fired power plants. Since the
1970 passage of the Clean Air Act, NOx
has increased about 7%:; it is the only
conventional air pollutant to show an
increase nationwide.

Electric utilities are a major
contributor to NOx emissions
nationwide: in 1980, they accounted for
30 percent of total NOx emissions and,
from 1980 to 1990, their contribution
rose to 32 percent of total NOx
emissions. In 1994, electric utility
emissions represented-about 33 percent
of the total annual NOx emissions.
Approximately 90 percent of estimated
electric utility NOx emissions were
attributed to coal combustion (see
docket item 1V-A-8 (USEPA, National
Air Pollution Emission Trends, 1900-
1994 (EPA-454/R-95-011) at 2-2,
October 1995)).

The NOx emissions discharged into
the atmosphere from the burning of
fossil fuels consists primarily of nitric
oxide (NO). Much of the NO, however,
reacts with organic radicals in the air to
form nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and, over
longer periods of time, reacts with and
forms other pollutants, including ozone
(O4), nitric acid (HNQO;) and fine
particles. These pollutants are harmful
to public health and the environment.

NO; and airborne nitrate also degrade
visibility, and when they return to the
earth through rain, snow, or fog (“wet
deposition”) or as gases (“dry
deposition’’), they contribute to
acidification of lakes and streams and to
excessive nitrogen loadings to estuaries
and coastal water systems such as in the
Chesapeake Bay (“eutrophication”).

NO- has been documented to cause
eye irritation, either by itself or when
oxidized photochemically into
peroxyacetyl nitrate (PAN). Ozone, the
most abundant of the photochemical
oxidants, is a highly reactive chemical
compound which can have serious
adverse effects on human health, plants,
animals, and materials. Fine particles at
current ambient levels contribute
adversely to morbidity and mortality.
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significant adverse impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
EPA notes that it also analyzed in detail
the potential impact of the final rule on
various financial measures of the 15
adversely impacted small utilities'’
profitability and short- and long-term
solvency. The results show that, though
the financial impact of compliance with
this rule for the 15 small utilities is
greater than that for medium and large
utilities, the impact of the rule, as
reflected in changes in various financial
measures (such as return on equity and
return on assets), is not significant (see
docket item V-B-1 (RIA, EPA's Small
Entity Screening Analysis)).

EPA has determined that it is not
necessary to prepare a regulatory
flexibility analysis in connection with
this final rule. EPA has determined that
this rule will have no significant
adverse effect on a substantial number
of small entities.

F. Submission to Congress and the
General Accounting Office

Under 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A) as added
by the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, EPA
submitted a report containing this rule
and other required information to the
U.S. Senate, the U.S. House of
Representatives and the Comptroller
General of the General Accounting
Office prior to publication of the rule in
today's Federal Register. This rule is a
“major rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C.
804(2).

G. Miscellaneous

In accordance with section 117 of the
Act, publication of this rule was
preceded by consultation with
appropriate advisory committees,
independent experts, and Federal
departments and agencies.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 76

Environmental protection, Acid rain
program, Air pollution control, Nitrogen
oxide, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: December 10, 1996.

Carol M. Browner,
Administrator.

PART 76—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 76
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7601 and 7651, et seq.

2. Section 76.2 is amended by revising
the definition of “coal-fired utility unit”
and “wet bottom’ and adding, in
alphabetical order, definitions for “‘arch-
fired boiler”, “‘boiler capacity”, ‘‘coal-

fired utility boiler”, ‘‘combustion

controls”, “fluidized bed combustor
boiler”, “maximum continuous steam
flow at 100% of load” “‘non-plug-in
combustion controls”, “plug-in
combustion controls™, and **vertically

fired boiler”, to read as follows:

§76.2 Detinitions.
* * * * *

Arch-fired boiler means a dry bottom
boiler with circular burners, or coal and
air pipes, oriented downward and
mounted on waterwalls that are at an
angle significantly different from the
horizontal axis and the vertical axis.
This definition shall include only the
following units: Holtwood unit 17,
Hunlock unit 6, and Sunbury units 1A,
1B, 2A, and 2B. This definition shall
exclude dry bottom turbo fired boilers.
* * * * *

Coal-fired utility unit means a utility
unit in which the combustion of coal (or
any coal-derived fuel) on a Btu basis
exceeds 50.0 percent of its annual heat
input during the following calendar
year: for Phase I units, in calendar year
1990; and, for Phase I units, in calendar
year 1995 or, for a Phase 11 unit that did
not combust any fuel that resulted in the
generation of electricity in calendar year
1995, in any calendar year during the
period 1990-1995. For the purposes of
this part, this definition shall apply
notwithstanding the definition in § 72.2
of this chapter.

* * * * *

Combustion controls means
technology that minimizes NOx
formation by staging fuel and
combustion air flows in a boiler. This
definition shall include low NOx
burners, overfire air, or low NOx
burners with overfire air.

* * * * *

Maximum Continuous Steam Flow at
100% of Load means the maximum
capacity of a boiler as reported in item
3 (Maximum Continuous Steam Flow at
100% Load in thousand pounds per
hour), Section C ( design parameters),
Part Il {boiler information) of the
Department of Energy’s Form EIA-767
for 1995.

* * * * *

Non-plug-in combustion controls
means the replacement, in a cell burner
boiler, of the portions of the waterwalls
containing the cell burners by new
portions of the waterwalls containing
low NOx burners or low NOx burners
with overfire air.

* * * * *

Plug-in combustion controls means
the replacement, in a cell burner boiler,
of existing cell burners by low NOx

burners or low NOx burners with
overfire air.
* * * * *

Vertically fired boiler means a dry
bottom boiler with circular burners, or
coal and air pipes, oriented downward
and mounted on waterwalls that are
horizontal or at an angle. This definition
shall include dry bottom roof-fired
boilers and dry bottom top-fired boilers,
and shall exclude dry bottom arch-fired
boilers and dry bottom turbo-fired
boilers.

* * * * *

Wet bottom means that the ash is
removed from the furnace in a molten
state. The term *‘wet bottom boiler”
shall include: wet bottom wall-fired -
boilers, including wet bottom turbo-
fired boilers; and wet bottom boilers
otherwise meeting the definition of
vertically fired boilers, including wet
bottom arch-fired boilers, wet bottom
roof-fired boilers, and wet bottom top-
fired boilers. The term ‘‘wet bottom
boiler” shall exclude cyclone boilers
and tangentially fired boilers.

§76.5 [Amended]

3. Section 76.5 is amended by
remaing paragraph (g).

4. Section 76.6 is revised to read as
follows:

§76.6 NOx emission limitations for Group
2 boilers.

{a) Beginning January 1, 2000 or, for
a unit subject to section 409(b) of the
Act, the date on which the unit is
required to meet Acid Rain emission
reduction requirements for SO, the
owner or operator of a Group 2, Phase
II coal-fired boiler with a cell burner
boiler, cyclone boiler, a wet bottom
boiler, or a vertically fired boiler shall
not discharge, or allow to be discharged,
emissions of NOx to the atmosphere in
excess of the following limits, except as
provided in §§76.10 or 76.11:

(1) 0.68 Ib/mmBtu of heat input on an
annual average basis for cell burner
boilers. The NOx emission control
technology on which the emission
limitation is based is plug-in
combustion controls or non-plug-in
combustion controls. Except as
provided in § 76.5(d), the owner or
operator of a unit with a cell burner
boiler that installs non-plug-in
combustion controls after November 15,
1990 shall comply with the emission
limitation applicable to cell burner
boilers. The owner or operator of a unit
with a cell burner that installs non-plug-
in combustion controls on or before
November 15, 1990 shall comply with
the applicable emission limitation for
dry bottom wall-fired boilers.
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(2) 0.86 1b/mmBtu of heat input on an
annual average basis for cyclone boilers
with a Maximum Continuous Steam
Flow at 100% of Load of greater than
1060 1b/hr. The NOx emission control
technology on which the emission
limitation is based is natural gas
reburning or selective catalytic
reduction.

(3) 0.84 1b/mmBtu of heat input on an
annual average basis for wet bottom
boilers, with a Maximum Caontinuous
Steam Flow at 100% of Load of greater
than 450 1b/hr. The NOx emission
control technology on which the
emission limitation is based is natural
gas reburning or selective catalytic
reduction.

(4) 0.80 1Ib/mmBtu of heat input on an
annual average basis for vertically fired
boilers. The NOx emission control
technology on which the emission
limitation is based is combustion
controls.

(b) The owner or operator shall
determine the annual average NOx
emission rate, in lb/mmBtu, using the
methods and procedures specified in
part 75 of this chapter. 5. Section 76.7
is amended by adding paragraphs (a)
and (b) to read as follows:

§76.7 Revised NOx emission limitations
for Group 1, Phase Il boilers.

(a) Beginning January 1, 2000, the
owner or operator of a Group 1, Phase
I coal-fired utility unit with a
tangentially fired boiler or a dry bottom
wall-fired boiler shall not discharge, or
allow to be discharged, emissions of
NOx to the atmosphere in excess of the
following limits, except as provided in
§§876.8, 76.10, or 76.11:

(1) 0.40 1Ib/mmBtu of heat input on an
annual average basis for tangentially
fired boilers.

(2) 0.46 1b/ mmBtu of heat input on
an annual average basis for dry bottom
wall-fired boilers (other than units
applying cell burner technology).

(b) The owner or operator shall
determine the annual average NOx
emission rate, in lb/mmBtu, using the
methods and procedures specified in
part 75 of this chapter.

6. Section 76.8 is amended by:
removing from paragraph (a)(2) the
words “any revised NOx emission
limitation for Group 1 boilers that the
Administrator may issue pursuant to
section 407(b)(2) of the Act” and
adding, in their place, the words
“§76.7”; removing from paragraph (a)(5)
the words “§§76.5(g) and if revised
emission limitations are issued for
Group 1 boilers pursuant to section
407(b)(2) of the Act,””; and removing
from paragraphs (e)(3)(iii)(A) and (B) the
words “§76.5(g) and, if revised

emission limitations are issued for
Group 1 boilers pursuant to section
407 (b)(2) of the Act,”.

§76.10 [Amended]

7. Section 76.10 is amended by
removing {rom paragraph (f)(1)(iii) the
words “§§ 76.5(g) or 76.6" and adding,
in their place, the words 88 76.6 or
76.7".

8. Section 76.16 is added to read as
follows: 4 4 fi]€

§76.16 Alternative compliance.

(a)(1) A State or group of States may
submit a petition requesting that the
Administrator, or the Administrator, on
his or her own motion, may:

(i) Require the owners or operators of
the Group 1, Phase II coal-fired utility
units with a tangentially fired boiler or
a dry bottom wall fired boiler in the
State or the group of States to 'be subject
to the applicable emission limitations
for NOx in §76.5, in licu of the
applicable emission limitations for NOx
in §76.7; and

(ii) Provide that the owners or
operators of the Group 2 coal-fired
utility units with a cell burner boiler,
cyclone boiler, wet bottom boiler, or
vertically fired boiler in the State or the
group of States are nat subject to the
applicable emission limitations for NOx
in §76.6.

(2) A petition under paragraph (a)(1)
of this section must demonstrate that
the requirements in paragraphs (b)(1)
and (2) of this section/ are met.

(3) A petition under paragraph (a)(1)
of this section may be submitted, but
may nat be approved by the
Administrator, befgre the State
Implementation Plan or Federal
Implementation Plan covering the entire
State or the State Implementation Plans
or Federal Implementation Plans
covering the entire group of States
become final and federally enforceable.

(b) The Admtinistrator may take the
actions set forth in paragraphs (a)(1) (i)
and (i) of this section if he or she finds
that, under the State Implementation
Plan or Federal Implementation Plan
covering the entire State or the State
Implementation Plans or Federal
Impleméntation Plans covering the
entire group cf States:

(1) Bach unit that is in the State or the
group of States and that, but for the
provisions of this section, would be
subject to emission limitations under
this part

(i) 1s subject to a cap on total annual
NOx emissions or two or more seasonal
caps that together limit total annual
NOx emissions;

(ii) May trade authorizations to emit
NOx within each such cap; and

(iii) Must use NOx emission
authorizations to account for the NOx
emissions by such unit and to account
for the NOx emissions resulting from
reducing utilization of such unit below
its baseline utilization (adjusted for
changes in demand for electricity) and
shifting utilization to any other unit, or
combustion device serving a generator
that produces electricity for sale, that is
not subject to each such cap; and

(2)(i) Total annual NOx emissions by
all units that are in the State or the
group of States and that, but for the
provisions of this section, would be
subject to emission limitations under
this part will be lower than total annual
NOx emissions by such units if each
such unit is treated as subject to the
applicable emission limitation in
§§76.5, 76.6, or 76.7 that would apply
but for the provisions of this section.

(ii) In the case of a petition under
paragraph (a) of this section, total
annual NOx emissions by the units will
be determined using the actual
utilizations of the units for the last full
calendar year prior to submission of the
petition but, in/any event, for no later
than 1999. In the case of action by the
Administrator'on his or her own motion
under paragraph (a) of this section, total
annual NOx emissions by the units will
be determined using the actual
utilizations of the units for the last full
calendar year priar to issuance of the
draft decision under paragraph (c) of
this section, but, in any event, for no
later than 1999.

(c) In acting on a petition or on his or
her own motion under paragraph (a) of
this section, the Administrator will
issue for public comment a draft
decision on the petition or a draft
decision to act on his or her own motion
and then a final decision. The
Administrator may issue a draft
decision, but not final decision, on a
petition or on his or her own motion
before the State Implementation Plan or
Federal Implementation Plan covering
the entire State or the State
Implementation Plans or Federal
Implementation Plans covering the
entire group of States become final and
federally enforceable. The draft decision
will set forth procedures that will
govern issuance of the final decision
and will provide for:

(1) Service of notice of issuance of the
draft decision on.

(i) Any interested person;

, (i1) The air pollution control agencies

* that have jurisdiction over a unit

covered by the draft decision, are in a
State whose air quality may be affected
by the draft decision and that is
contiguous to a State in which such a
unit is located, or are in a State that is
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within 50 miles of a unit covered by the
draft decision; and

(iii) On any federally recognized
Indian Tribe in an area in which a unit
covered by the draft decision is located,
whose air quality may be affected by the
draft decision and that is in an area that
is contiguous to a State in which such
a unit is located, or that is in an area
that is within 50 miles of a unit covered
by the draft decision;

(2) Publication of notice of issuance of
the draft decision in the Federal
Register and in any State publication
designed to give general public notice in
the States in which the units covered by
the draft decision are located;

(3) A 30-day public comment period
and extension or reopening of the
comment period’by the Administrator
for good cause;

(4) A public hearing, upon request or
on the Admfnistrator’s own motion, to
the extent the Administrator determines
that a public hearing will contribute to
the decision-making process by
clarifying one or more significant issues
affecting the draft decision;

(6) Consideration by the
Administrator of the comments on the

draft decision received during the
public comment period or any public
hearing and written response by the
Administrator to any such relevant
comments;

(6) Notice of issuance of a final
decision using the methods set forth'in
paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this section
for providing notice of the draft
decision; and

(7) Appeals, governed by part 78 of
this chapter, of the final decision.

(d) If, after the Administrator issues a
final decision under paragraph (c) of
this section and takes the actions set
forth in paragraphs (a)(1)(i) and (ii) of
this section with regard to a State or
group of States, a State Implementation
Plan or Federal Implementation Plan
covering the entire State or entire group
of States is revised in a way that may
affect the basis for the findings on
which such decision is based, the
Administrator may, upon petition or on
his or her own motion, reconsider such
decision.

(e) For purposes of this section, the
term “‘State” shall mean one of the 48
contiguous States or the District of
Columbia.

Appendix B to Part 76 [Amended]

9. Appendix B is amended by:
removing from the heading the words
“Group 1, Phase I"" and adding, in their
place, the words “Group 1”; removing
from section 1 the words “average cost”
and adding, in their place, the word
“cost”’; removing from section 1 the
words ‘‘average capital costs and cost-
effectiveness” and adding, in their
place, the words ‘“‘capital costs and cost
effectiveness’’; removing from section 1
the words “as determined in section 3
below”’; removing from section 1 the
words “‘only overfire air’” and adding, in
their place, the words "overfire air”;
removing from section 1 the words
“only separated overfire air’” and
adding, in their place, the words
“separated overfire air’’; removing from,
the heading section 1 and the
introductory text of section 2 the words
“Group 1, Phase 1" in each place that
the words appear and adding, in their
place, the words "'Group 17; removing
section 2.4; and removing and reserving
section 3.

[FR Doc. 96-31839 Filed 12-18-96: 8:45 am)]
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controls”, "ﬂul‘drzed bed combust:)r i N

. ’s1gmﬁcant adverse 1mpact dna’
“boiler”, “maximum continuous steam

substantial number of small-entities, . -
. EPA notes that it also analyzed in detail .- flow at 100% of load*" “non- plug in-
_the potential impact of the final rule on- . combustion controls”, “plug in ”
_".Various financial measures of the 15, - . combustion controls”, and * vemcally
. -radversely n:npacte}c]i small (limlmes . .. fired boller" to read as follows :
LT roﬁt bility and short- and long-term ., - Lo
B ' yhe results show that, though-’ .5762 Deﬂnltlons
pancial impact of compllance with . "ot LY
e'for.the 15 small utilitiesis ' .- -
sr than that for medium and large ~
the_unpact of the rule, as-

." Lo
Bt

Arbh ﬁred borler means a dry bottom
~-boiler-with circular burners, or coal and
air pipes; oriented downward-and . "
‘in ‘changes in various financial'* mounted on waterwalls that are at an .
(such as return.on equity.and . - ‘angle. srgmﬁcantly different from the
assets), is not 51gn1ﬁcant (see -;,— horizontal axis.and the vertical axis.
m V-B-1 (RIA, EPA s Small - This definition shall include only the
"enmg ‘Analysis)). I following units: Holtwood unit 17,
s determined that itis not " “:7Hunlock unit 6, and Sunbury units 1A
%0 ;prepare-a. regulatory .- * 1B,.2A, and 2B.This definition shall -
.analysrs in connection w1th

" S L * R

Coal-fired utility unit means a utility
" .unit.in which the combustion of coal (or
‘any coal-derived fuel) on a'Btu basis
.. exceeds 50.0 percent of its annual heat --
.~ input during the followmg calendar -

_1990;-and, for Phase I-units; in calendar .

n or inent Fairness‘Act-of 1996, EPA

ed a report containing this: rule -

SAn( ther réquired information to the
'kls, Senate, the U.S: House of. | ..

: epresentatxves and the’ Comptroller

ral of the- General Accounting .

generatlon of electricity in calendar year
1995, in'any. calendar year. during the -

7. this'part, this definition shall apply _
i~ notwithstanding the’ deﬁmuon in § 72. 2
"~ of thls chapter o ; .
Combustion controls' means
.. technology that minimizes NOx )
-~ formation by staging fuel and . I
combustion air flows in a boller ThlS
definition shall include low NOx
-preceded by consultation with- * . burners, overfire air, or low NOx .
,_.’._approprlate adv1sory commlttees T e bumers w1t_h overﬁre air.
- "/independent experts, and Federal T e Rl e e
. departments and agencies. < :

Llst of Sub)ects in 40 CFR Part 26 o

_ Enwronmental protection, Acid rain
~ program, Air pollution control, Nltrogen
* . oxide, Reporting and recordkeepmg

re uu‘ements
;e Part Il (boiler information) of the ..,

. ~ Dated: December 19 1996, Department of Energy s Form EIA—767
,CarolM Browner, - = -~ for 1995. ¢ v

,Admmxstrator g ;) T Sow e w w IR

sl

._]orrule"asdeﬁnedbySUSC LR
' ) N . -:~".'

Mzscel]aneous

In.accordance w1th sectlon 117 of t_he
Act, publication of this rule was

Maxtmuni Contmizous Steam Flow at

capacity of a boiler as reported in item

3 (Maximum Continuous Steam Flow at
* 100% Load'in thousand pounds per,

hour), Section C ( design parameters)

' PART 76—[AMENDED]

‘1The authonty citation for part 76
: contmues to read as follows:

Authorxty 42 U.S.C. 7601 and 7651, et seq.

2.°Section 76.2 is amended by revising’
the definition of “coal-fired utlllty unit”’
and “wet bottom” and addlng, in o . o Lo
alphabetical order, definitions for “‘arch- Plug-in combustion controls means -
fired boiler”,“‘boiler capacity”, ““coal-  the replacement, in a cell burner boiler,-
ﬁred uuhty boiler”, “combustlon _of existing cell burners by low NOx

. Nonipltjg-r'n .combustion controls -
. means the replacement, in a cell burner
boiler, of the portions of the waterwalls -
‘containing the cell burners by new " -~
"-portions of the waterwalls containing
“low NOx burners or low NOx burners
with overfire air.

* L x SR * L

. - exclude dry-battom turbo fired boilers. *.-

year: for Phase I units, in calendar year -
~year-1995_or, for a Phase II unit that did.
' not combust any fuel that resulted in the °

period 1990-1995. For the purposes of -

100% of Load means the maximum - -

'bumers or low NOx bumers w1th

- overfire 81]‘
DR tR R 4 * .. &

Vemcally fired boiler means a dry :

* bottom boiler with circular burners, or-
s -coal-and air pipes, oriented downward
" and mounted on waterwalls that are
- horizontal or at an angle. This definition
* shall inclide dry bottom roof-fired
. boilers and’ dry bottom top-fired bollers.

and shall exclude-dry bottom arch- -fired = -

“- boilers and dry bottom turbo ﬁred
. _borlers . - -
S R
. Wet bottom means that the ash is _ -
*removed from the furnace in a molten
" state. The term “wet bottom boiler”

*. shall inclide: wet bottom wall- ﬁred

boilers, including wet bottom turbo- ..
fired boilers; and wet-bottom boilers -

_ otherwise meeting the-definition of -

vertically fired boilers, including wet
‘bottom arch-fired boilers, wet bottom “:

" roof-fired boilers, and wet bottom top-

- fired boilers, The term.*‘wet bottom .

.. boiler” shall exclude cyclone boilers.

and tangentrally fired bmlers

§76. 5. (Amended] ,,,,,
3. Section 76.5 is amended by re.mw:n?

'raaamg paragraph (g).
" 4, Section 76.6 1s revrsed to read as’.
follows . s

- § 76 6 Nox emlsslon Ilmltatlons tor Group

2 bollers.

- (a) Begmnrng ]anuary 1, 2000 or, for_
a unit subject to'section 409(b) of the
Act, the date-on which the unit is:

.. -required to meet Acid Rain emission :.

reduction requirements for SO, the
owner or operator of a Group 2, Phase "
Il.coal-fired boiler with a cell burner .

. .. boiler, ‘cyclone boiler; a wet bottom -
.. boiler, or a vertically fired boiler shall
- not discharge, or.allow to be dlscharged,

emissions.of NOx to the atmosphere in-
excess of the following limits, except as.-
prov1ded in §§76.10 or 76.11: - .. .. .
(1) 0.68 Ib/mmBtu of heat iriput on an.
annual average basis for cell burner.
boilers. The NOx emission control-

. technology on which the'emission - -

" limitation is based is plug-in - -

combustion controls or' non—plug in” -

.combustion controls. Except as.

provided in § 76.5(d), the owner or -
operator of a unit with a cell burner
boiler that installs non-plug-in
combustion controls after November 15,
1990 shall comply with the emission

' limitation applicable to cell burner _
boilers. The owner or operator of a unit

with a cell burner that installs non-plug-
in combustion controls on or before
November 15, 1990 shall comply with
the applicable emission limitation for
dry bottom wall-fired boilers.’

emd  bed o
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(2) 0.86 Ib/mmBtu of heat input on an

~ annual average basis for cyclone boilers

with a Maximum Continuous Steam °
Flow at 100% of Load of greater than
1060 1b/hr. The NOx emission control -
technology on which the émission
limitation is based is natural gas
reburning or selective. catalyuc
‘reduction.

(3) 0.84 Ib/mmBtu of heat mput on an

annual average basis for wet bottom .

boilers, with a Maximum Continuous - °

.Steam Flow at 100% of Load of greater

than 450 Ib/hr. The NOx emission - . =

control technology on which the

emission limitation'is based is natural -

gas reburning or selectrve catalyhc o
reduction. o

(4) 0.80 lb/mthu of heat mput onan

annual average basis for vertrcally fired
boilers. The NOx emission control’
technology on which the emission
limitation is based is combustlon
controls.

(b) The owner or operator shall
determine the annual average NOx - .-
emission rate, in lb/mmBtu, using the
methods and procedures specified in
part 75 of this chapter. 5. Section 76.7
is amended by adding paragraphs (a)
and (b) to read as follows:

§76.7 Revised NOx emlsslon llmitatlons
for Group 1, Phase Il bollers. *
-(a) Beginning January 1, 2000, the
. owner or operator of a Group 1, Phase " -
II coal-fired utility unit witha -
tangentially fired boiler or a dry bottom

wall-fired boiler shall not discharge, or -

allow to be discharged, emissions of
NOx to the atmosphere in excess of the
following limits, except as provided in
§§76.8, 76.10, or 76.11:

(1) 0.40 Ib/mmBtu of heat input on an
annual average basis for tangentrally
fired boilers. :

(2) 0.46 1b/ mmBtu of heat input on
an annual average basis for dry bottom
wall-fired boilers (other than units .
applying cell burner technology).

&) The owner or operator shall
determine the annual average NOx
emission rate, in lb/mmBtu, using the
methods and procedures specified i in
part 75 of this chapter.

6. Section 76.8 is amended by:
removrng from paragraph (a)(2) the
words “any revised NOx emission
limitation for Group 1 boilers that the
Administrator may issue pursuant to
section 407(b)(2) of the Act” and
adding, in their place, the words
“§76.7"; removing from paragraph (a)(5)
the words “§§ 76.5(g) and if revised
emission limitations are issued for
Group 1 boilers pursuant to section
407(b)(2) of the Act,”; and removing
from paragraphs (e)(3)(iii)(A) and (B) the
words “*§ 76.5(g) and, if revised

_,§ 76.16 Altematlve compllance L

" (a){1) ‘A State or group of States may B
submit a petition requesting that the

emission limitations are issued for -
Group 1 boilers pursuant to section
407(1))(2) of the Act,”

§76. 10 [Amended]
7. Section 76.10 is amended by

" removing from paragraph (f){1){iii) the

words *§§ 76.5(g) or 76.6" and adding,

" in thenr‘place the words "§§ 76.6 or

76.7".
8. Secuon 76. 16 is added to read as

-.follows

Administrator, or the Admmrstrator on

hlS or her own motion, may:
- (i) Require the owners or operators of . .

the Group 1, Phase Il coal-fired utility
units with a tangentially fired boiler or

"a dry bottom wall fired boiler in the

State or the group of States to-be subject

- tothe applrcable emission limitations-

for NOx in § 76.5, in lieu of the

: apphcable emission limitations for NOx

in § 76.7;"and
(ii) Prov1de that-the owners or
operators of the Group 2 coal-fired

. -utility units with a cell burner boiler,
.- cyclone boiler, wet bottom boiler, or
* vertically fired boiler in the State or the
- group of States are not subject to the
applicable emission limitations for NOx

in § 76.6.

2)A petmon under paragraph (a](l]
of this section must demonstrate that
the requirements in paragraphs (b)(1)
and (2) of this section are met.

(3) A petition under paragraph (a)(1)

‘of this section may be submitted, but

may not be approved by the

. Administrator, before the State

Implementation Plan or Federal
Implementation Plan covering the entire

- State or the State Implementation Plans

or Federal Implementation Plans
covering the entire group of States
become final and federally enforceable.
{b) The Administrator may take the
actions set forth in paragraphs (a)(1)(i)
and (ii) of this section if he or she finds

* that, under the State Implementation

Plan or Federal Implementation Plan

. covering the entire State or the State

Implementation Plans or Federal
Implementation Plans covering the
entire group of States:

(1) Each unit that is in the State or the
group of States and that, but for the
provisions of this section, would be
subject to emission lrrmlatrons under .
this part -

(i) Is subject toa cap on total annual
NOx emissions or two or more seasonal
caps that together limit total annual

"NOx emissions;

{ii) May trade authorrzatronq to emit
NOx within each such cap; and

(iii) Must use NOx emission

. authorizations to account for the NOx -

emissions by such unit and to account
for the NOx emissions resulting from
reducing utilization of such unit below

‘its baseline utilization (adjusted for

changes in. demand for electricity) and -
shifting utilization to any other unit, or
combustion device serving-a generator
that produces electricity for sale, that is
not subject to each such cap; and

(2)(i) Total annual NO;y; emissions by

- all units that are in the State or the-

group of States and that, but for the .

. provisions of this section, would be' .
“ -subject to emission limitations under .

this part will be lower than total annual .

" NOx emissions by such units if each -

'such unit is treated as subject to the
applicable emission limitation in
§§76.5, 76.6, or 76.7 that would apply
but for the provisions of this section. -
(ii) In the case of a petition undér
paragraph (a) of this section, total .
annual NOx emissions by the units will

‘be determined using the actual

utilizations of the units for the last full
calendar year prior to submission of the
petition but, in any event, for no later
than 1999. In the case of action by the
Administrator on his or her own motion
under paragraph (a) of this section, total

‘annual NOx emissions by the units will
" be determined using the actual

utilizations of the units for the last full
calendar year prior to issuance of the
draft decision under paragraph (c) of
this section, but, in any event, for no -
later'than 1999.

(c) In acting on a petition or on his or

~her own motion under paragraph (a) of

this section, the Administrator will

. issue for public comment a draft

decision on the petition or a draft
decision to act on his or her own motion
and then a final decision. The :
Administrator may issuea draft
decision, but not final decision, on a
petition or on his or her own motion
before the State Implementation Plan or
Federal Implementation Plan covering
the entire State or the State
Implementation Plans or Federal
Implementation Plans covering the
entire group of States become final and
federally enforceable. The draft decision .

- will set forth procedures that will

govern issuance of the final decision
and will provide for:

(1) Service of notice of issuance of the
draft decision on.

(i) Any interested.person;

(ii) The air pollution control agencies
that have jurisdiction over a unit
covered by the draft decision, are in a
State whose air quality may be affected
by the draft decision and that is
contiguous to a State in which such a
unit is located, or are in a State that is
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within 50 miles of a unit covered by the -
' draﬁ decrslon and. -

7 (iii) On any federally recogmzed -

Indian Tribe in an area in which-a unit -
_covered: by the draft decision is located,

-whose air quality may be affected by the -

,draft decision and that is in an area that
is contlguous toa Stateé in. whlch such
“a unit is located, or that is'in an area,
_that is within 50 mlles of a umt covered
-by. the draft decision; |- :

-(2) Publication of notice of 1ssuance of 7

‘the draft decision in the Federal )
_Register and in any State publlcatron

_the draft decision are located; -

.(3) A 30-day public comment perlod
" and extension or reopening of the®. -+
‘comment penod by therAdmlmstrator
- for good cause;’
7 (4) A public hearmg, upon request or
. on the' Administrator’s own motion; to .
‘the extent the Administrator determines
that a public hearing will contnbute to
- the decision-making process by .-

“clarifying one or more srgmﬁcant rssues ]

. affecting the draft decision;;
e (5) Consxderatlon by the . :
: Admmlstrator of the comments on the -

_comments;

draft decision.receivedduring the -
-public comment period or any public

hearing and written response by the
Administrator to any such relevant

{6) Notice of 1ssuance ofa ﬁnal

_decision using the methods set forth in
- paragraphs (c)(1).and (2) of this- sectlon -
.. for providing notice of the draft R

decision; and-
- (7) Appeals, govemed by part 78 of
this chapter, of the final decision:

- - (d) If,.after the Administrator issues.a .
. final decision under paragraph (c) of

- designed to give general public'notice in
the States in which the units covered by

this section a.nd takes the actions set

'forth_ in paragraphs (a)(1)(i) and (ii) of - :
.. this section with regard to a State or
“group of States, a State Implementation |

Plan or Federal Implementatxon Plan

" covering the entire State or.entire group“,
“. -of States is revised in a way that may .-
" affect the basis for the findings on
- which such decision is based, the .
Admrmstrator may,’ upon petition or on
~his or her own motron, reconslder such
o decxslon ¥

- (e) For purposes of thls section, the

_term ‘‘State” shall mean one of the 48 -
" contiguous States or the Dlstnct of

Columbla

» - place, the words “Group 1"

Appendix B to Part 76 [Amerlded]

9. Appendix B is amended by:
removing from the heading the words
“Group 1, Phase I"” and addmg, in thejr
; Temoving
from section 1 the words “‘average cost

‘and adding, in their place, the word

~“cost”; removing from section 1 the - .
- words “average capital costs and cost-

" effectiveness” and adding, in their =~ ~
‘place, the words * ‘capital costs and cost
- effectiveness”’;
‘the words ““‘as determmed in section 3~

. below”;
. words * ‘only overfire air’’ and addmg, in’
‘their place ‘the words “‘overfire.air”

. 'removmg from section 1 the words

;removing from section1

; removing from section 1 the

“only separated. overfire air” and =

'.,-addmg. in their place, the words -,

“separated overfire air”’; removing from,

- the heading.section 1 and the .
. introductory text of section 2 the words
-“Group 1, Phase I’’ in each place that .

the words appear and adding, in their -

.+ Place, the words “Group 1"’; removing .
" -section 2.4; and removmg and reservmg

sectlon 3

"[FR Doc. 96—31839 Flled 12—18—96 8: 45 am]
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PREFACE

Overview of Report

This interim final report on hazardous air pollutant (HAP)
emissions from fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam
generating units (i.e., utilities) has been prepared by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to
section 112 (n) (1) (A) of the Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990
(the Act). This report provides the Congress and the public with
information regarding the emissions, fate, and transport of
utility HAPs.

The primary components of this interim report are the
following: (1) a description of the industry; (2) an analysis of
emissions data; (3) an assessment of hazards and risks due to.
inhalation exposures to numerous HAPs (e.g., arsenic, nickel,
cadmium, chromium, beryllium, and others [but excluding
mercuryl); (4) an assessment of risks due to multipathway
(inhalation plus non-inhalation) exposure to one class of HAPs
(radionuclides); (5) a general assessment of the fate and
transport of mercury through various environmental media; and (6)
a discussion of alternative control strategies.

The assessment for mercury in this interim report includes a
description of mercury emissions, deposition estimates, control
technologies, and a dispersion and fate modeling assessment which
includes predicted levels of mercury in various media (including
soil, water, and freshwater fish). These predicted levels are
based on modeling of mercury emissions from four representative
utility plants using hypothetical scenarios. The EPA has not
evaluated exposures to mercury emissions from utilities for
humans or wildlife in this interim report. If appropriate and
feasible, the EPA may include these analyses -in the final report.

To provide general information regarding potential
background levels of several HAPs (i.e., mercury, arsenic,
cadmium, lead, and dioxins) in the environment due to all sources
(natural and anthropogenic), this interim report presents
measured levels in various media (e.g., soil, air, water, and
food products) as reported by various studies.

Assessments of human exposures to mercury and the associated
risks of health effects were included in previous drafts of this
report and in a related draft EPA report (Mercury Study Report to
Congress [i.e., mercury study]). However, during external review
of these draft reports, several critical issues related to the
mercury risk assessment, including the impending release of new
mercury health data, were raised. As a result of that review,
the Agency plans to complete the mercury study when two important
on-going human health studies are published and reviewed. At
this time, the EPA believes that it is appropriate to exclude
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such assessments for mercury until after the mercury study is
issued. However, this issue is still under consideration and
negotiation, and may be dependent on results of additional peer
review and other factors.

With regard to non-inhalation exposures (e.g., ingestion) to
other HAPs, this report presents a limited qualitative discussion
of arsenic, cadmium, dioxins, and lead. However, non-inhalation
exposures were not estimated for these four HAPs because of the
complexity and the intensive data requirements of such analyses.
The EPA recognizes that non-inhalation exposures could be
important for these HAPs. Therefore, the EPA has initiated a
multipathway assessment for arsenic, and may consider conducting
assessments for additional HAPs in the future.

This report is not a final report because the assessment of
impacts to public health is not yet complete. For example, as
indicated above, the evaluation of risks due to non-inhalation
exposures was limited. 1In addition, conclusions regarding the
significance of the risks, as well as the regulatory
determination required in section 112(n) (1) (A), are not provided.

The EPA plans to publish a final utility HAP report at a
later date which will include a more complete assessment of the
exposures, hazards, and risks due to utility HAP emissions, and
will include conclusions, as appropriate and feasible, regarding
the significance of the risks and impacts to public health. 1In
addition, the EPA plans to include in the final report a
determination as to whether regulation of HAPs from utilities
under section 112 is appropriate and necessary, as required by
section 112 (n) (1) (A) of the Act and a court order. This court
order was issued pursuant to litigation filed against the EPA for
failing to meet the statutory deadline for the utility report.
The EPA intends that this regulatory determination would be a
decision, based on the estimated impacts to public health,
whether or not to pursue a regulatory development program under
section 112. During any regulatory development process, the EPA
would evaluate a range of potential control technologies and
emission reduction options and their associated costs.

There are uncertainties, data gaps, and limitations to the
current analyses, which are discussed throughout this interim
report. If new data become available or improvements are made to
.the analyses, these changes will be included in the final report.

Peer Review

Draft versions of this report were reviewed during the
summer of 1995 by numerous non-EPA scientists representing
industry, environmental groups, academia, and other
organizations. 1In the Spring of 1996, the draft report underwent
additional review by EPA, State and local air pollution agencies,
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and other Federal agencies. In addition, a revised draft interim
report underwent an expedited review (1 week) by State and local
air pollution agencies and other Federal agencies during
September 1996.

The EPA has revised the report, as appropriate, based on the
reviewers’ comments. However, there were several comments that.
could not be fully addressed because of limitations in data,
methods, and resources. At the end of each Chapter, the EPA has
included comments received from other Federal Agencies (e.g.,
Department of Energy, Food and Drug Administration, National
Marine Fisheries Service) that were not fully addressed, along
with relevant explanations, as appropriate.

Draft versions of this report, along with all the comments
received, have been submitted to the docket (A-92-55) and are
available for public inspection.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1 BACKGROUND

This interim final report on emissions of hazardous air
pollutants (HAP) from fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam
generating units (i.e., utilities) was prepared by the United
States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to
section 112 (n) (1) (A) of the Clean Air Act (the Act), as amended
in 1990. The primary components of this interim report are: (1)
a description of the industry; (2) an analysis of emissions data;
(3) an assessment of hazards and risks due to inhalation
exposures to numerous HAPs (e.g., arsenic, nickel, chromium); (4)
an assessment of risks due to multipathway (inhalation plus non-
inhalation) exposure to one class of HAPs (i.e., radionuclides);
(5) a general assessment of the fate and transport of mercury
through environmental media; and (6) a discussion of alternative
control strategies.

The study was based on two scenarios: (1) 1990 base year
emissions; and (2) 2010 emissions. The 1990 scenario was chosen
since that was the year the Amendments to the Act were passed and
was the latest year for which utility operational data were
available. The 2010 scenario was selected to meet the section
112(n) (1) (A) mandate to evaluate hazards “after imposition of the
requirements of the Act.” Primarily, this meant assessing the
hazards after the on- going and future regqulatory activities under
other provisions of the.Act. (e.q. amblent air quality and acid
.rain programs) are in plece The 2010 scenario _also included
'ﬁestlmated changes in HAP emissions resulting from projected
trends in fuel choices and electric power demands.

L

ES.2 DESCRIPTION OF INDUSTRY

A total of 684 utlllty plants were identified in the U.S.
These utilities are fueled primarily by coal .(59 percent of total
uriits), oil (12 percent), or natural gas (29 percent). Many
plants have two or more units (i.e., boilers) and several plants
‘burn more than one type of fuel (e.g., contain both coal- and
'oil-fired boilers). There are 426 plants that burn coal as one
“of their fuels, 137 plants that burn oil, and 267 plants that
&burn natural gas. R

There are many different types of facilities) varying in
boiler type, emission control devices (controéls), and other
characteristics. Based on:data for 1990, all: coal- ~-fired units
and about one-third of 011 -fired units use- ‘Some form of
partlculate matter (PM) control. Approx1mately 15 ‘percent of
coal-fired units utilize add-on controls for sulfur dioxide
(80,) . Approximately 70 percent of oil- and gas-fired units
gemploy controls for nitrogen oxides (NO,); and-80 percent of
écoal flred units have NO, controls. S

ES.3 EMISSIONS DATA ANALYSIS



Emission estimates for the years 1990 and 2010 were based on
emissions test data from 52 units obtained from extensive
emission tests by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI),
the Department of Energy (DOE), the Northern States Power
Company, and the EPA. The testing program was designed to test a
wide range of facility types with a variety of control scenarios;
therefore, the data are considered generally representative of
the industry. However, there are uncertainties in the data
because of the small sample sizes for specific boiler types and
control scenarios.

These test data provided the basis for estimating average
annual emissions for each of the 684 plants. A total of 67 HAPs
were identified in the emissions testing program as potentially
being emitted by utilities. Tables ES-1 and ES-2 present
estimated emissions for a subset of HAPs.

The average annual emissions estimates are considered
appropriate for assessing long-term exposures on a national
basis. However, since the EPA did not have emissions test data
for each utility in the U.S., there may be individual plants for
which the EPA either underestimated or overestimated emissions.
Based on an uncertainty analysis, the average annual emissions
estimates are predicted to be roughly within a factor of plus or
minus three of actual annual emissions. However, this analysis
had limitations. For example, the analysis did not include data
on potential upsets or unusual operating conditions; therefore,
the range of uncertainty could be greater. The range of
uncertainty for short-term emissions has not been determined.

ES.4 GENERAL APPROACH TO EXPOSURE AND RISK ASSESSMENT

Most of the risk assessment focused on inhalation exposure.
All 67 HAPs were assessed for inhalation exposures, at least at a
screening level. Non-inhalation exposures are presented for one
class of HAP (radionuclides).

For many of the 67 HAPs, inhalation exposure is believed to
be the dominant exposure pathway. However, for HAPs that are
persistent, biocaccumulate, and are toxic by ingestion, the non-
inhalation exposure pathways are likely to be more important. In
addition to radionuclides, the EPA also identified five other
HAPs (mercury, arsenic, dioxins, cadmium, and lead), that could
present additional impacts due to non-inhalation exposures. The
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Table ES-1. Nationwide Utility Emissions for a Subset of HAPs
Nationwide HAP emission estimates {tons per year}®
HAP Coal (426 plants) Oil (137 plants) Natural gas (267 plants)
1990 2010 1990 2010 1990 2010
Arsenic 54 54 "5 3 0.16 0.25
Cadmium 1.9 23 1.7. 0.9 0.054 0.086
Chromium 70 83 « 4.7 2.4 1.2 1.9
Lead 72 83 11 5.6 0.44 0.68
Mercury 51 65 - | 30.25 0.13 0.0016 | 0.0024
Nickel 48 57 390 200 2.3 3.5
Hydrogen chloride . 140,000 150,000) 2,900 1,500 NM® NM
Hydrogen fluoride 20,000 26,000 . 140" 73 NM NM
Dioxins® 0.00015 0.00020 |* 1x10° 5x 10° NM NM

The emissions estimates in this table are denved from model pro;ectrons based on a limited sample of

specific boiler types and control scenarios. Therefore there are uncertainties in these numbers.
Based on an uncertainty analysis conducted for “this study, the EPA predicts that the emissions

b NM =

Not measured.

estimates for individual plants are generally wrthrn a'factor of roughly three of actual emissions.

These emissions estimates, were calculated using the toxic equivalency {TEQ) approach, which is

based on the summation of the emissions of eachicongener after adjusting for toxicity relative to
2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin {i.e., 2,3, 7 ,8- TCDD)

dispersio

were evaluated; however,
The other four HAPs (arsenic,
examined qualitatively for their:. potent1a1 for multipathway

hazards.

conducted for these four HAPs.

mercury,

n, fate,

However,

as well as these other four HAPs,
exposures could -be important.

and environmental concentrations of mercury
exposures and ‘'risks were not estimated.

dioxins,

lead

and cadmium) were

mu1t1pathway exposure assessments were not

performed for arsenic,

such anal
available
factors,

rates) for conducting such analyses.-
assessing the multipathway'exposurés and hazards for mercury.
The EPA has initiated a multipathway assessment for arsenic.

yses,
(e.g.

cadmium,
complexity of such analyses,

bioconcentratlon factors,

dioxins,

The EPA recognlzes that for
non-inhalation
Quantltatlve analyses were not
and lead because of the
the intensive data requirements of
and because of the llmlted chemical-specific data
chemical- spec1f1c air-to-plant biotransfer

chemical-specific plant uptake

The EPA plans to continue

Multipathway analyses may be undertaken for some of the other
dioxins) in the future should the EPA determine that

HAPs (e.qg.

such analyses are feasible and warranted
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Table ES-2.

Units (1990; tons per year)

Estimated Emissions From Characteristic Utility

Fuel: Coal Qil Natural gas

Unit size (MWe): 325 160 . 240
Arsenic 0.081 0.016 - 0.0003
Cadmium 0.00051 0.0077 NC®
Chromium 0.086 0.018 NC
Lead 0.075 0.053 NC .
Mercury 0.05 0.0012 NC
Hydrogen chloride 190 9.4 NC
Hydrogen fluoride 14 NC NC
Dioxins® 0.00000014 0.000000035 NC
Nickel NC 2.1 0.004

There are uncertainties in these numbers. Based on an uncertainty analysis conducted for this study,
the EPA predicts that the emissions estimates are generally within a factor of roughly three of actual
emissions.

NC = Not calculated.

° See footnote b of Table ES-1.

ES.5 SCREENING ASSESSMENT

Initially, the EPA conducted a screening assessment that
considered inhalation and non-inhalation exposure routes for all
67 HAPs to identify priority HAPs for more detailed assessment.
To screen for inhalation exposures, the EPA used the Human
Exposure Model (HEM) to model the 67 HAPs from all 684 utility
plants utilizing generally conservative assumptions (i.e.,
assumptions that are more likely to overestimate rather than
underestimate risks) to estimate inhalation risks for maximally
exposed individuals (MEIs). If the MEI risk was above a minimum
measure (e.g., exposure greater than one-tenth the inhalation
reference concentration [RfC] or cancer risk greater than 1
chance in 10 million), then the HAP was chosen for more study.
For non-inhalation exposures, the 67 HAPs were prioritized by
considering four criteria: (1) persistence; (2) tendency to
bioaccumulate; (3) toxicity by ingestion; and (4) quantity of
emissions.

Based on this assessment, 15 HAPs (arsenic, beryllium,
cadmium, chromium, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, hydrogen
chloride [HCl], hydrogen fluoride [HF], acrolein, dioxins,
formaldehyde, n-nitrosodimethylamine, and radionuclides) were
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identified as priority based on their potential to pose impacts
to public health due to inhalation or non-inhalation exposures.
The other 52 HAPs were not evaluated beyond the screening
assessment.

ES.6 INHALATION RISK ASSESSMENT -- LOCAL ANALYSIS

The EPA estimated inhalation exposures and risks due to
dispersion of HAP emissions within 50 kilometers (km) of each of
the 684 plants individually (i.e., local analysis). For 14 of
the 15 HAPs, the HEM was used; for radionuclides, the Clean Air
Act Assessment Package-1993 (CAP-93) model was used. The cancer
risks for gas-fired plants were less than one chance in one
million (i.e., 1 x 10°) and no noncancer hazards were
identified; therefore, gas-fired plants are omitted from the
following discussions. o

In cases where data were missing or incomplete, the EPA had
to make various assumptions. A few of these assumptions are more
likely to overestimate risks. Other assumptions used are likely
to underestimate risks. Based on an uncertainty analysis
conducted for this study, it is estimated that these assumptions
taken together lead to a reasonable high-end (i.e., conservative,
but not overly conservative) estimate of the risks due to
inhalation exposure within 50 km of plants. That is, the risk.
estimates from the local analysis are estimated to represent
approximately the 90th to 95th percentile. Conservative
estimates are considered appropriate so that errors are on the
side of public health protection.

ES.6.1 Inhalation Cancer Risks for Coal-fired Utilities Based on
Local Analysis ' ;

The large majority of coal-fired plants (424 of the 426
plants) are estimated to pose lifetime cancer risks (i.e.,
increased probability of an exposed person getting cancer during
a lifetime) of less than 1 chance in 1 million (i.e., 1 x 10°)
due to inhalation exposure. Only two of the 426 plants are
estimated to pose inhalation risks greater than 1 x 10 (see
Figure ES-1).

The increased lifetime cancer risk due to inhalation
exposure to HAP emissions for the highest MEI, based on the local
analysis, is estimated to be 5 x 10 . Arsenic and chromium are
the HAPs contributing most to the inhalation cancer risks (Table
ES-3). All other HAPs, including radionucli%@s, were estimated
to present inhalation risks less than 1 x 10 .
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Note: The maximum individual risk (MIR) is often presented in either scientific notation
or as an exponent. For, example, an increased cancer risk of one chance in one million can
be expressed as 1 x 10 or as 1lE-6. ' ' ‘ '
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Table ES-3. Summary of 1990 Inhalation Cancer Risk Estimates
from Local Analysis for Coal-fired Utilities p

HAP MEI lifetime | Population with lifetime risk Number plants with MEI
risk® > 1x10° lifetime
risk > 1 x 10°

Arsenic 3x 10° 2,400 ‘ 2
Chromium 2x10° 110 . 1
Total® {Aggregate of HAPs) 5x 10° 2,400 2
® Estimated MEI risk due to inhalation exposure for the “highest risk” coal-fired plant. Based on an

uncertainty analysis, these estimates are considered reasonable high-end estimates (roughly the 90th
to 95th percentile) of the risks for the MEI due to inhalation exposure (see section ES.6.3).
Estimated risk due to inhatation of the aggregate of HAPs assuming additivity of risk for 26 individual
carcinogenic HAPs. '

The cancer incidence in the U.S. due to inhalation exposure
to HAP emissions (including radionuclides) from all 426 coal-
fired utility plants based on the local analysis is estimated to
be approximately 0.2 cancer case per year: (cases/yr), or 1 case
every 5 years. .

ES.6.2 Inhalation Cancer Risks for Oil-fired Utilities Based on
Local Analysis : _

The majority of the ocil-fired plants (more than 114 of the
137 plants) are estimated to pose inhalation cancer risks less
than 1 x 10 . However, up to 22 of the ‘137 oil-fired plants are
estimated to present inhalation risks above, 1 x 10 (see Figure
ES-2). Nickel, arsenic, radionuclides, and chromium are the
primary contributors to these cancer risks.

The highest contribution to the MEI risk is nickel. The
range in MEI risk (see Table ES-4) reflects a range in
assumptions regarding the form of nickel being emitted and the
associated cancer potency. Nickel subsulfide is a known human
carcinogen and appears to be the most carcinogenic form based on
available data. Several other nickel species are also
potentially carcinogenic but the potencies are not known.

To evaluate the range of potential risks due to nickel
emissions, the EPA estimated risks due to nickel emissions using
various assumptions for nickel cancer potency. For example,
assuming the nickel mix is 100 percent as carcinogenic as nickel
subsulfide, the highest MEI inhalation cancer risk due to the
aggregate of HAP emissions from the hngest risk oil-fired

utility plant is estimated to be 1 x 10 . Assuming the nickel
mix is 10 percent as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfjde, the
highest MEI inhalation risk is approximately 3 x 10 . The
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Table ES-4. Summary of 1990 Inhalation Cancer Risk Estimates
Based on Local Analysis for Oil-fired Utilities

HAP Highest MEI lifetime risk] Population with lifetime risk Number plants with MEI
> 1x10° lifetime risk > 1 x 10°
Nickel® 1x10°to 9 x 10° 2,400 to 1,600,000 2to 20
Arsenic 1x10° { 2,400 2
Radionuclides 1x10° 2,400 2
Chromium 5x 10° 2,300 _ 1
Cadmium ' 2x 10° 45 1
Total® (aggregate) 3x10%t0 1 x 107 2,400 t0.1,600,000 2 to 20

Estimated MEI risk due to inhalation exposure to HAPs for the “highest risk” oil-fired plant. Based on
an uncertainty analysis, these estimates are considered reasonable high-end estimates (roughly the
90th to 95th percentile) of the risks for the MEI due to inhalation exposure. See section ES.6.3 for
discussion.

These estimates are presented as a range because of the uncertainties associated with the nickel risk
assessment. If the nickel mix is assumed to be 10% as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide, then the
MEI risk for nickel is estimated to be 1 x 10°%. If the nickel mix is assumed to be 100% as
carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide, the estimated MEI risk for nickel is 9 x 10°°.

Estimated risk due to inhalation of the aggregate of HAPs assuming additivity of risk for 14 individual
carcinogenic HAPs. The low end of the range is based on assumption that the mix of nickel
compounds is 10% as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide. The high-end of the range is based on
assumption that the mix of nickel compounds is 100% as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide.

values in Figure ES-2 are based on the assumption that the nickel
mix is 100 percent as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide.

Estimated risks due to inhalation exposure for a subset of
HAPs based on the local analysis are presented in Table ES-4.
All other HAPs analyzed were estimated to pose inhalation cancer.
risks below 1 x 10 for all 137 oil-fired plants.

The cancer incidence in the U.S. due to inhalation exposure
to HAP emissions (including radionuclides) from all 137 oil-fired
utilities, based on the local analysis, is estimated to be
between 0.3 and 0.7 cancer cases/yr. The high end of this range
is based on the assumption that the nickel mix is as carcinogenic
as nickel subsulfide. The low end of the range assumes that the
mix of nickel is 10 ‘percent as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide.

ES.6.3 Inhalation Cancer Risks Based on Long-Range Transport
Analysis

In addition to the above analyses, the EPA conducted long-
range transport analyses to assess emissions dispersion and
exposures on a national scale. The Regional Lagrangian Model of
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Air Pollution (RELMAP) was used to estimate the dispersion of HAP
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Note: The maximum individual risk (MIR) is often presented in either scientific notation
or as an exponent. For example, an increased cancer risk of one chance in one million can
be expressed as 1 x 10 or as 1lE-6.
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emissions from the facility stack out to the borders of the
continental U.S. This is in contrast to the HEM, which estimates
dispersion and air concentrations within 50 km of the source.

The RELMAP modeling was conducted for all coal- and oil-
fired utilities, but was limited to mercury and arsenic. Only
arsenic is discussed in this section; the modeling for mercury
is presented in section 7. The long-range transport modeling of
arsenic indicates that the local HEM analysis alone does not
account for a substantial percentage of the population exposures
due to utility emissions. A comparison of the HEM results to the
RELMAP results for arsenic indicates that a significant portion
of emissions disperse further than 50 km, apparently due to the
tall stack heights and other dispersion factors. Based on the
RELMAP analysis, the nationwide dispersion of arsenic emissions
leads to an estimate of population exposure and cancer incidence
that is approximately seven-fold greater than the population
exposures and cancer incidence predicted by the HEM when only
local dispersion is considered (see Table ES-5).

The RELMAP results for arsenic (which is emitted mainly as
PM) were used to estimate the potential long-range transport
inhalation exposures for cadmium, chromium, nickel, and
radionuclides since it is believed that these other HAPs are also
emitted as PM and exhibit proportional emission rates and
atmospheric dispersion behavior similar to that of arsenic.
Because the estimated population exposures resulting from the
long-range transport analysis for arsenic were about seven times
greater than the population exposures predicted by the local
analysis alone, it was also assumed that this ratio also could
hold true for nickel, chromium, cadmium, and -‘radionuclides.
Using this methodology, the cancer incidence for coal-fired
utilities considering both local and long-range transport is
estimated to be roughly 1.4 cases/yr (i.e., 0.2 x 7 = 1.4). The
cancer incidence for oil-fired utilities (assuming the nickel mix
is 100 percent as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide) is estimated
to be as high as 5 cases/yr (i.e., 0.7 x 7 = 4.9). These
estimates should be viewed as hlghly uncertain ‘'high-end estimates
(particularly the estimate of five cases/yr for oil-fired
utilities) because of modeling uncertainties and extrapolations
(e.g., using the modeling results for arsenic to predict
dlsper51on and exposure for the other HAPs) and because of the
assumption for nickel :carcinogenicity. '

For risks to the MEI, a comparison between the HEM local
dispersion results and the long-range transport modeling results
indicates that long-range transport is not as important for the
MEI risks as it is for cancer incidence. For example, the MEI
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Table ES-5. Summary of Inhalation Risk Estimates Due to Local
and Long-range Transport

LOCAL IMPACTS (dispersion within 50 km of each utility plant)®

OIL-FIRED PLANTS COAL-FIRED PLANTS

Pollutant Maximum exposed Annual increased Maximum exposed Annual increased
individual (MEI) cancer Incidence individual (MEI) cancer incidence
Radionuclides 1x10° ' 0.2 2x10° 0.1
Nickel® 9 x 10° 0.4 7 x 10”7 0.005
Chromium 5x 10° 0.02 2x10° 0.02
Arsenic 1x10° 0.04 3x10° 0.05
Cadmium 2x10° 0.005 2x 107 0.0006
All Others® 8 x 107 0.005 8 x 107 0.004
Total® 1x10* 0.7 5x 10° 0.2

LOCAL PLUS LONG-RANGE IMPACTS (dispersion from utility emission points to borders of continental U.S.)°

OIL-FIRED PLANTS COAL-FIRED PLANTS

Annual increased Annual increased

Pollutant

Maximum exposed

Maximum exposed

individual (MEI) cancer incidence . individual (MEI) cancer incidence
Radionuclides Not estimated 1.4 No_t estimated 0.7
Nickel® 9x10° 2.8 9x107 0.035
Chromium 5x 10° 0.14 3x10° 0.14 .
Arsenic 1x10° 0.28 4x10° 0.35
Cadmium 2x10° 0.035 3x107 0.04
All Others® 8 x 107 0.035 1x10° 0.03
Total® 1x 10" 4.8 7x10° 1.3

chromium, cadmium, and radionuclides).

additivity of risks).

There are uncertainties associated with these risk estimates.
These risk estimates are based on an extrapolation of RELMAP modeling results for arsenic to other

Assumes that the nickel mixture is as carcinogenic as nickel subsulfide.
Estimated risks due to exposure to all remaining HAPs analyzed (i.e., excluding nickel, arsenic,

This is the aggregate risk {i.e., the risk due to inhalation exposure to all carcinogenic HAPs, assuming

See sections 6.4 for discussion.

HAPs. Therefore, there are considerable uncertainties associated with these results. See sections 6.3
and 6.4 for discussion. ’

risk from the local analyses for coal-fired utilities (i.e.,
inhalation risk of 5 x 10 ) is increased by approximately 40
when ambient concentrations are added

percent to roughly 7 x 10
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from long-range transport of arsenic from all other utilities in
the continental U.S. For oil-fired utilities, the long-range
transport of HAPs has no impact on the highest MEI inhalation
risks because of the remote location of the two highest risk oil-
fired plants. Table ES-5 presents a comparison of results from
the local versus long-range transport analyses.

ES.6.3 Uncertainties with the Inhalation Cancer Risk Assessment

There are several areas of uncertainty in the inhalation
risk assessment including: (1) the impacts of long-range
transport; (2) the emissions and health effects of different
forms of chromium and nickel; (3) the use of a linear non-
threshold high-to-low dose extrapolation model for estimating
cancer risks at low exposure concentrations; (4) the impacts of
episodic releases resulting from upsets or unusual operating
conditions; (5) how residence times and activity patterns impact
the exposures; (6) the impacts on sensitive subpopulations; (7)
the impacts of background exposures; and (8) the risk of complex
pollutant mixtures.

The gquantitative uncertainty analysis indicates that the MEI
inhalation cancer risk estimates presented above from the local
analysis are reasonable high-end estimates of the risks due to
inhalation exposure within 50 km of each plant. That 1is, the
estimates are considered generally conservative (i.e., roughly
the 90th to 95th percentile). Conservative assumptions are
considered appropriate so that errors are on the side of public
health protection. The uncertainty analysis suggests that the
most likely estimated inhalation risks for MEIs  (i.e., central
tendency MEI risk estimates) may be. roughly 5 to 10 times lower
than the MEI estimates presented above.

ES.6.4 Summary of the Inhalation Cancer Risks

For the majority of utility plants (approximately 662 of the
684 plants), the estimated inhﬁlation cancer risks due to HAP
emissions are less than 1 x 10 . However; several plants (2
coal-fired plants and between 2 and .22 oil-fired plant%) are
estimated to pose inhalation cancer risks above 1 x 10 , and one
oil-fired plant is %stimated to_Pose an MEI inhalation cancer
risk between 3 x 10~ and 1 x 10 . The cancer incidence in the
U.S. due to inhalation exposure to HAP emissions from all
utilities (coal-, o0il- and gas-fired combined) is estimated to be
between 0.5 and 6 cases/yr. Further research and evaluation is
needed to more comprehensively assess the inhalation cancer
risks, especially the impacts of long-range transport of HAPs and
speciation of nickel. ' ~

ES.6.5 Inhalation Noncancer Risks

The EPA also assessed noncancer risks (i.e., health effects
other than cancer) due to short- and long-term inhalation
exposure. Manganese, HCl, HF, and acrolein®“were found to be the
four HAPs of highest potential concern for noncancer effects.
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Based on modeling HAPs for all 684 plants with the HEM, the
estimated long-term ambient HAP concentrations were generally 100
to 10,000 times below the RfC or similar benchmark. The highest
estimated long-term ambient HAP concentration was 10 times below
the RfC. The RfC is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning
perhaps an order of magnitude) of the daily inhalation exposure
of the human population (including sensitive subgroups) that is
likely to be without appreciable risk of deleterious effects
during a lifetime.

Using a short-term air dispersion model that considers all
reasonable meteorological conditions, the EPA modeled maximum
one-hour concentrations for three HAPs (HCl, HF, and acrolein).
The highest short-term exposure was 140 times below the acute
reference level.

ES.7 MULTIPATHWAY ASSESSMENT

The utility HAPs were prioritized for potential non-
inhalation exposures. The following characteristics were
considered: (1) persistence, (2) toxicity, and (3) potential to
biocaccumulate. Mercury, radionuclides, arsenic, dioxins,
cadmium, and lead were selected as priority for multipathway
assessment.

ES.7.1 Mercury Modeling Assessment

To assess the transport. and deposition of mercury emissions
from utilities and to estimate concentrations in environmental
media and biota, three modeling efforts were undertaken: (1)
long-range fate and transport modeling, (2) local scale
dispersion modeling, and (3) modeling of environmental
concentrations. The RELMAP was used to predict long-range
dispersion and deposition across the continental U.S. For the
local analysis, a model designed to predict deposition of HAPs
within 50 km was used. The Indirect Exposure Model (I1EM) was
used to estimate environmental concentrations.

Three types of hypothetical locations were considered in the
modeling analyses: (1) agricultural, (2) lacustrine (near lakes),
and (3) urban. Using four model utility plants, and various
assumptions and scenarios, mercury concentrations 1n various
environmental media were estimated.

There are significant uncertainties in the models, data
inputs, assumptions, and the quantitative results. However, the
analyses were useful for gaining a better understanding of the
fate and transport of mercury in the environment, and for
estimating plausible levels in environmental media.

The modeling also provided information on whether local
and/or long-range transport of mercury is important in a variety-
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of scenarios. The models indicate that most of the mercury from
utilities is transported further than 50 km from the source.

ES.7.1.1 General Findings for Mercury. Mercury emissions
disperse in the atmosphere and deposit to land and water bodies.
Deposition is of potential concern because mercury persists in
the environment, and bioaccumulates in the food web (especially
in the aquatic food web). The form of mercury found in fish
tissue is predominantly methylmercury. Of all the media and
biota studied, fish have the highest concentrations of mercury in
the environment.

ES.7.1.2 Summary of Mercury Assessment Results for
Utilities. For the year 1990, coal-fired utilities were
estimated to emit approximately 51 tons per year (tpy) of mercury
nationwide, which is approximately 21 percent of the 248 tpy of
anthropogenic emissions of mercury estimated to be emitted in the
U.S. for the years 1990 to 1992. The EPA also estimates that
utility mercury emissions will increase to 65 tpy by the year
2010. If one assumes that current anthropogenic activity
represents between 40 and 75 percent of the total emissions
(anthropogenic plus other emissions [e.g., natural emissions]),
one can calculate that U.S. utilities emit roughly 8 to 15
percent of the total emissions of mercury in the U.S.

Recent estimates of global anthropogenic mercury emissions
are about 4,400 tpy. Point sources such as fuel combustion;
waste incineration; industrial processes (e.g., chlor-alkali
plants); and metal ore roasting, refining, and processing are the
largest point source categories on a world-wide basis. Given
this global estimate, U.S. anthropogenic mercury emissions could
account for about 6 percent of the global total, and U.S.
electric utilities would account for about 1 percent of global
anthropogenic emissions (using 1990 emission estimates).

Based on the RELMAP modeling analysis, approximately 30
percent (i.e., 15 tpy) of utility mercury emissions deposit in
the continental U.S. The estimated annual deposition rates
resulting from utility mercury emissions range from 0.5 to
greater than 10 micrograms per square meter. The highest
deposition appears to occur in the eastern half of the U.S.,
particularly areas such as southeastern Great Lakes and Ohio
River Valley, central and western Pennsylvania, large urban areas
in the eastern U.S. (e.g.,; Washington, D.C., New York City) and
various locations in the wvicinity of large coal-fired utilities.
Based on the limited available data, the RELMAP model seems to
over- and underestimate mercury values within a factor of two and
appears to be relatively unbiased in its predictions.

Although the amount of mercury being emitted from any single
utility may seem relatively small, these emissions are of
potential concern for a number of reasons. First, mercury is
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persistent. It is not degraded, but continually accumulates in
the environment. Consequently, over time there is potential for
concentrations in the environment to build up. Second, mercury
bioaccumulates in the food web. .Third, current scientific
evidence indicates that most of the mercury emitted to the
atmosphere from sources such as utilities, which have tall .
stacks, does not deposit near the source but is deposited farther
away. As a result, even though the ambient concentration of .
_mercury around a single source may not be elevated, there are
sufficient data from which to conclude that the cumulative impact
of many small sources may lead to the accumulation of mercury in
the soils and sediments, and biocaccumulation in freshwater fish.
Therefore, the incremental emissions of mercury from utilities,
added to the mercury emissions from all of the other sources,
contribute to overall environmental loadings, and thus, may
contribute, to some degree, to the mercury levels in freshwater
fish.

The modeling assessment in conjunction with available
scientific knowledge, suggests that there is a plausible link
between emissions of mercury from utilities and the mercury found
in soil, water, air, and freshwater fish. As noted above, there
are many sources of mercury emissions worldwide, both natural and
anthropogenic. The fish methylmercury levels are probably due,
in part, to mercury emissions from all of these various sources
over time. The coal-fired utilities are one category of the
mercury sources. The EPA has not yet determined whether the
mercury emissions from utilities are a concern for public health.

The EPA recognizes that there are significant uncertainties
regarding the extent of the exposures and risks due to utility
mercury emissions, and that further research and evaluation is
needed to reduce uncertainties and to characterize the exposures
and risks. Areas of uncertainty include the following: (1) what
exposure levels are likely to result in adverse health effects;
(2) what percent of mercury emissions are elemental versus
divalent mercury; (3) how much mercury is emitted from natural
sources; (4) how much mercury is removed during coal cleaning;
and (5) what affects the bicaccumulation of methylmercury in
fish. The EPA plans to continue evaluating the exposures and
public health impacts due to mercury emissions. In addition, the
EPA plans to review new data (e.g., health and exposure data) as
they become available and will consider the new data, as
appropriate, in future assessments.

Regarding potential methods for reducing mercury emissions,
the EPA has not identified any demonstrated add-on control
technologies currently in use in the U.S. that effectively remove

mercury from utility emissions. (However, there may be add-on
control technologies used in other source categories that
effectively reduce mercury emissions.) Based on available data,

mercury removal by existing PM control devices on utilities
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varies considerably, ranging from O to 82 percent removal, with a
median efficiency of 16 percent removal. Existing flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) units exhibit poor mercury control, ranging
from 0 to 59 percent removal, with a median removal of 17
percent. Pilot-scale studies have shown that mercury removal can
be enhanced through the use of activated carbon injection.
However, the limited results to date utilizing carbon injection
are inconsistent and more data and research are needed. Other
various pollution prevention strategies, such as coal cleaning,
have shown some effectiveness in reducing utility emissions of
mercury. Conventional coal cleaning removes, on average,
approximately 21 percent of the mercury contained in the coal.
Also, fuel switching, such as switching from coal to natural gas,
would result in decreased emissions of mercury.

ES.7.2 Multipathway Assessment for Radionuclides

Radionuclide emissions from utilities may result in human
exposure from multiple pathways including: (1) external
radiation exposure from radionuclides suspended in air or
deposited on the ground, and (2) internal exposure from the
inhalation of airborne contaminants.or ingestion of contaminated
food. The CAP-93 model was used to estimate multipathway
exposures and risks due to radionuclide emissions to humans
within 50 km of all 684 utilities. However, this assessment did
not use site-specific data for: the non-inhalation exposure
analysis, but rather relled on varlous generic assumptions and
general input data. :

Based on the CAP-93 modeling, 667 of the 684 pla%ts are

estimated to pose multipathway risks less than 1 x 10 The
highest estimated MEI cancer risk due to multips thway exposure to
radionuclide emissions from utilities is 3 x 10 Seventeen

plants (13 coal- and 4 oil-fired %lants) were $st1mated to pose
multipathway risks between 1 x:10° and 3 x 10 The estimated
cancer incidence in the U.S., due to emissions and dispersion of
radionuclides within 50 km of each utility, is estimated to be
0.3 cancer deaths/yr. Including consideration of long-range
transport (based on extrapolation from the arsenic RELMAP
results), the cancer incidence’.is estimated to be roughly as high
as 2 cancer deaths/yr. - The'cancer incidence appears to be mostly
due to inhalation exposure. The non-inhalation exposures
contribute only slightly to the incidence. The non-inhalation
exposure pathways have a greater impact on the MEIs, especially
for coal-fired plants he
L

ES.7.3 Qualitative Multipathway Exposure Assessment

Other than radionuclides,- the EPA has not assessed the non-
inhalation exposures of HAPs emltted from utilities. The EPA
recognizes that non- 1nha1atlontexposure pathways could be
important for other HAPs (e.g., mercury, arsenic, dioxins,
cadmium, lead) that are persistent and tend to bioaccumulate. As
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indicated above, further evaluation of mercury is planned The
other four HAPs are discussed below.

ES.7.3.1 Arsenic. Multipathway exposures potentially could
increase the total arsenic risks. Inhalation cancer risks are
estimated to be above 1 x 10 for arsenic for 4 plants (2 coal
and 2 o0il). Arsenic is persistent and has a tendency to
bioaccumulate. Ingestion of arsenic can pose a cancer risk, and
utilities emit approximately 59 tpy of arsenic nationwide. For
these reasons, the EPA has initiated a multipathway assessment
for arsenic.

ES.7.3.2 Dioxins. The EPA estimates that coal-fired
utilities emit 0.4 pounds per year (lb/yr) of dioxin (toxic
equivalents, TEQ) and that oil-fired utilities emit 0.02 1lb/yr.
These estimates combined are roughly 1 to 2 percent of the
nationwide anthropogenic dioxin emissions. However, dioxin
emissions data were only available for eight test utility plants;
therefore, the emissions data for dioxins from utilities are
considered more uncertain than the emissions data for many of the
other HAPs.

The highest MEI inhalation cancer risk due to digxin
emissions from any utility was estimated to be 1 x 10 . The
gqualitative multipathway exposure assessment indicates that
dioxins are highly persistent, tend to biocaccumulate in the food
chain, are highly toxic by low-dose ingestion exposure, and
present the greatest exposure through ingestion of contaminated
foods. Thus, although the inhalation risks are low, the EPA
believes that further evaluation of multipathway exposure for
dioxins may be needed to more comprehensively evaluate the risks.

ES.7.3.3 Cadmium and Lead. Cadmium emissions from the vast
majority of plants (i.e., 683 of the 684 plants) are estimated to
pose inhalation risks less than 1 x 10, and the highest modeled
alr concentration of lead was 200 times below the national
ambient air gquality standard (NAAQS) for lead. Yet, cadmium and
lead are persistent, may bioaccumulate, and are toxic by
ingestion. Therefore, the EPA may consider conducting further-
evaluations of multipathway exposures of cadmium and lead
emissions from utilities in future analyses.

ES.7.3.4 Nickel and Chromium. Nickel and chromium were not
considered to be priority for non-inhalation exposures. At
relatively high oral doses, nickel and chromium do cause
noncancer toxicity. However, at relatively low ingestion doses
(below the toxic threshold), nickel and chromium are considered
to be relatively nontoxic. Also, it is highly uncertain whether
they pose a carcinogenic risk by ingestion. Therefore, these
metals appear to be mainly a concern from inhalation exposure.
Hence, the EPA does not plan to assess multipathway exposures for
nickel and chromium for utilities.
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ES.8 ALTERNATIVE CONTROL -STRATEGIES

There are numerous potential alternative control
technologies and strategies for HAPs. These include
precombustion controls (e.g., fuel switching, coal switching,
coal cleaning, coal gasification), combustion controls, post
combustion controls (e.g., PM controls, SO, controls), and
nontraditional controls (e.g., demand side management [DSM],

pollution prevention, energy conservation). The degree of
feasibility, costs, and effectiveness of each of these potential
control technologies varies. For example, coal cleaning tends to

remove at least some of all the trace metals, with lead
concentrations being removed to the greatest extent (averaging
approximately 55 percent removal) and mercury being removed the
least (averaging approximately 21 percent). Existing PM controls
tend to effectively remove the trace metals (with the exception
of mercury) while FGD units remove trace metals less effectively
and exhibit more variability. . Fuel switching (e.g., switching
from coal to natural gas) could result in substantial reductions
in HAP emissions. There are few existing data that show the HAP
reduction effectiveness of DSM, pollution prevention, and energy
conservation. These control strategies need to be examined
further for technical and economic considerations.

ES.9 OTHER ISSUES AND FINDlNGS

ES.9.1 Emissions and Risks for the Year 2010

In addition to the 1990 analysis, the EPA also estimated
emissions and inhalation risks ‘for the year 2010. There are
.substantial data gaps and uncertainties in the projections to the
year 2010. However, the approach utilized is reasonable given
the limitations of data to-complete such projections.

Based on EPA's assessmént for this interim report, HAP
emissions from coal-fired utilities-are predicted to increase by
10 to 30 percent by -the year 2010. However, based on EPA's
analysis, the inhalation risks *in 2010 for coal-fired utilities
-are estimated to be roughly equlvalent to the 1990 inhalation
.risks. For oil-fired plants ‘émissions and inhalation risks are
estimated to decrease by 30:to 50 percent by the year 2010.
:Multipathway risks for 2010 were not assessed. Utilization of
.add-on controls to comply w1th other prov151ons of the Act are
fnot expected to 51gn1f1cantly umpact on HAP emissions due to
their limited numbers and 1imited HAP control eff1c1ency
1mprovement However, if addltlonal actions are taken to reduce
emissions of criteria pollutants ‘and acid rain precursors (e. g.
“add-on controls to reduce SO, 4and NO, em1551ons), these actions
.could result in reductlons 1n “HAP em1551ons Other potential
f(but unknown) actions (e.g.. fuel switching, repowering) may have
;a significant 1mpact on HAP emisdions; however, these unknowns
zwere not included in the 2010 projection.

A
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The approach EPA utilized to estimate emissions for the year
2010 is one of several possible approaches for making such
projections. Other organizations have made projections that
differ from EPA's. For this interim report, the EPA did not
conduct alternative approaches and did not compare its results
with projections made by other organizations. However, if
feasible, the EPA will consider evaluating alternative approaches
and comparing the EPA's results with those from other
organizations in future analyses.

ES.9.2 Peer Review , '

Draft versions of Chapters 1 through 10 of this report (not
including the Executive Summary) and draft technical support
documents were reviewed by numerous non-EPA scientists
representing industry, environmental groups, academia, and other
parties. The EPA held a scientific peer review meeting and also
a public meeting in July 1995 to obtain comments from reviewers.
In February, April, and September 1996, all sections of the draft
report underwent additional review by EPA, State and local
Agencies, and other Federal Agencies. The EPA has revised the
report, as appropriate, based on the reviewers' comments.
However, there were several comments that could not be fully
addressed because of limitations in data, methods, and resources.
Comments received by other Federal agencies that could not be
substantially addressed are presented at the end of each Chapter.
Draft versions of this report, along with all the comments
received, have been submitted to the public docket (A-92-55) at
the follow1ng address: U.S. EPA, Air and Radiation Docket and
Information Center, mail code 6102, 401 M Street, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20460; telephone number (202) 260-7548.
Materials are available for public review at the docket center or
copies may be mailed (for a reasonable fee) on request by calling
the above number.

ES.9.3 Industry Report

If alternative methods and assumptions were used to study
the HAP emissions from utilities, the results would likely be
somewhat different. To assess the ‘impact of using alternative
assumptions and methods, it is useful to compare the EPA study
with a similar study completed by the EPRI.

The EPRI prepared a report, entitled “Electric Utility Trace
Substances Synthesis Report,” (November 1994) that paralleled the
‘EPA's study. Many of the same emissions data were used and '
similar risk assessment methods were utilized. The EPRL study
concluded that cancer inhalation risks are below 1 x 10 for all
utilities, and noncancer inhalation risks are well below Federal
threshold levels for all utilities. Population inhalation risks
were determined by the EPRI to be insignificant (less than 0.1
cancer case/year). Case studies at four plants found that
multimedia risks, including mercury, are below levels of concern.
However, it should be noted that in the EPRI analysis, exposures
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to mercury through fish consumption were only considered for two
of the four plants studied.

The EPRI risk estimates are generally similar to, but in
several cases lower than, those of EPA. Differences between the

two studies include: (1) EPA’s use of a higher unit risk factor
for arsenic; (2) EPA’ s assumption that nickel emissions were
carcinogenic (EPRI assumed nickel was not carcinogenic); (3)

EPA" s evaluation of exposure beyond 50 km to all locations in the
U.S. (EPRI did not attempt this analysis); (4) the EPRI
radionuclide analysis was based on several model plants, while
the EPA evaluated every plant in the U.S.; and (5) the EPRI
assumed that chromium emissions were five percent chromium VI,
while EPA assumed that 11 percent (for coal-fired plants) and 18
percent (for oil-fired plants) were.chromium VI. 1In addition,
the EPRI mercury multimedia study considered only the local
impact from four plants (not worst-case) and did not include
potential impacts of total nationwide -utility mercury emissions
and contributions to total environmental loadings.

ES.9.4 Potential Environmental Impacts Not Included in Study
There are other potential environmental issues associated
with utilities not assessed in this"report. First, this study
did not assess the impacts of criteria pollutants (SOZ, NO,, PM,
carbon monoxide, and ozone) or acid rain precursors (SO and

‘NO, ) , which are studied and regulated under other sectlons of the

Act. Second, this study did not include an assessment of
ecological 1mpacts Third, this study did not assess the impacts
of carbon dioxide emissions. Fourth, this study did not assess
the impacts resulting from miningé?drilling, solid waste
disposal, transmission, transportation, or other activities
associated with electric power generation. These issues and

potential impacts were not assessed because they were considered

beyond the scope of this study as:mandated by the Act.
ES.9.5 Link to Particulate Matter (PM)
Arsenic, cadmium, chromium, . l€ad, nickel, and radionuclides

are emitted primarily as PM. COnééquently, these HAPs may

contribute to PM emissions and PM ‘héalth concerns, especially

from poorly controlled coal-fired. unlts and uncontrolled oil-
fired units (roughly two-thirds’ of oil-fired units are
uncontrolled for PM). The impacts’for PM were not addressed in
this study, but are being studied under Title I of the Act.
However, if additional controls of PM emissions are wutilized,
this could result in reductions #in*HAP. emissions.

ES.10 OVERALL SUMMARY

Based on this study, cancer risks due to inhalation exposure
to HAP emissions from thé large majority of utility plants are
less than 1 x 10 . However, 2 coal-fired plants and up to 22
oil-fired plants are estimated to present inhalation cancer risks
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above 1.x 10° (primarily due to nickel, arsenic, radionuclides,

chromium, and cadmium). The inhalation cancer risks due to
exposure to the remaining HAPs emitted from utilities are
estimated to be less than 1 x 10 . The EPA estimates that

between 0.5 and 6 cancer cases/yr occur in the U.S. each year due
to inhalation exposure to HAP emissions from utilities.

With regards to noncancer effects from inhalation exposure,
the modeling assessméent indicates that HAP émissions from
utilities are not expected to result in any exceedances of the
RfCs or similar inhalation benchmarks.

Further evaluation of the impacts of the long-range
transport of HAPs and the speciation of nickel, and also the
potential impacts of short-term peak emissions of certain HAPs’
(e.g., HC1l, HF), may be needed to more comprehensively evaluate
the inhalation exposures and risks.

Available information indicates that mercury emissions from
utilities may contribute to the mercury levels in the
environment, including the levels in freshwater fish. However,
at this time, the EPA has not yet determined whether the mercury
emissions from utilities are a concern for public health. The
EPA plans to continue evaluating the potential exposures and
potential public health concerns due to mercury emissions from
utilities. 1In addition, the EPA plans to evaluate information on
the various potential control technologies. for mercury, including
pollution. prevention options, and the costs, technical
feasibility of such measures, and resulting economic impacts.

The EPA plans to issue a final Report to Congress at a later date
which will include a more complete assessment of the exposures,
hazards, and risks due to utility HAP emissions, and will include
conclusions, as appropriate, regarding the significance of the
risks and impacts to public health. 1In addition, the EPA plans
to include in the final report a determination as to whether
regulation of HAPs from utilities under section 112 is
appropriate and necessary.
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